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Summary and Major Findings

This study was a replication for 1971 high school graduates

in New York City of a study on 1970 high school graduates in New York

City reported by Birnbaum and Goldman. So far as possible, the

sampling methods, the instrument, and the data analysis procedures

were kept the same as in the previous study. The purpose of the

replication was to compare the characteristics and post-secondary

school activities of the 1971 New York City high school graduates with

those described for the 1970 graduates. Particular emphasis was placed

upon the examination of variables associated with college attendance,

both at the City University of New York as well as other institutions.

'student background variables investigated included type of high school

attended, high school academic average, type of diploma received, family

income, ethnic identification, and sex.

Procedures

Data on the 1971 high school graduates were collected by means

of a questionnaire mailed in January and February 1972 to a stratified

random sample of 15,258 students who had been juniors in public or private

high schools as of June 1970. In the prior year's study questionnaires

were mailed to 16,982 such students. For the 1971 sample useable question-

naires were returned by 6,025 students (39.5% response rate) as compared

*
Birnbaum, R. and Goldman, J. The Graduates: A Follow-Up Study of New York
City High School Graduates of 1970. New York: Center for Social Research &
Office for Research in Higher Education, The City University of New York,
May 1971

10



with 8,123 students (47.9% response rate) in the 1970 study. The

difference in response rate was attributable in large part to the

fact that in the first study the mailings had been done during late

November and late December 1970, which were vacation periods for

college students. Of the returned questionnaires 5,824 or 96.6%

were identified as coming from high school graduates in 1971, almost

the exact percentage found in the prior year, 96.5%. The responses of

the high school graduates were weighted,based on the varying sampling

ratios within the cells of the study design,in order to estimate the

characteristics and post - Secondary school activities of the entire

population of high school graduates.

Comparison of our sample estimates with available population

data and with CUNY data indicated thatiin both years there appeared

to be underestimation of Blacks, freshman enrollment at the two-year

colleges, and high school graduates with high school averages under 70%.

Concomitantly, the number of academic diplomas received and the enroll-

ment of students in CUNY four-year colleges were over-estimated.

Despite these biases, we believe that fairly reasonable generalizations

may be made about pattarns of association among variab].es as found in

the data.

Characteristics of High School Graduates of New York City

Exterrial data indicated that thef.:, were about 64,500 high

school graduates in 1971, a decrease from the approximately 68,400

graduates reported for 1970. In 1971 the graduates from public

06,



academic high schools numbered about 36,600 (compared with 41,400

in 1970), those from non-pnblic.schoolsnumbered 21,600 (21,500 in

1970) and a smaller number,6,200, from public vocational schools

(5,500 in 1970). In 1970 and 1971 respectively almost all non-

public school graduates earned academic diplomas (90% and 92%) and

about half the graduates of public academic schools did so (49.6%

and 504.3%). In-the public vocational schools the preponderance of

the vaduates earned vocational diplomas (857 and 86%). In general

the characteristics of the high schoolAraduates were remarkably

stable from 1970 to 1971. Some of the characteristics and relation-

ships in terms of major variables were:

--- Academic averages of 80%-or over were obtained for 1970

and 1971 graduates respectively by 58% and 57% of all non-public

school graduates, by 39% and 38% of public academic graduates and

by 20% and 20% of public vocational students,

--- At the lower level 1970 graduates of public academic high

schools showed 18% with grades under 70%; 20% of public vocational

schools and 3% in the non-public schools. The comparable figure tor

the 1971 graduates were 18%, 24% and 3%.

--- For all schools combined in both 1970 and 1971 the Black

students tended to receive lower grades, followed by Puerto Rican

students, Latin American students, White students, and Oriental and

other students. Ta 1970 and 1971 respectively, 32% and 31% of Black

graduates received rades of under 70Z. For the other groups grades

of under 70% were obtained by 8% /lnd 18% of Puerto Rican graduates,

10% And 9% of White graduates and 11% and 11% of Oriental and other

12 -14
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graduates. In contrast the percentages of each group receiving

grades of 80% and over were 16% and 17% of Black graduates, 24% and

28% of Puerto Rican graduates, 50% and 50% of White graduates and 53

and 58% of Oriental and other graduates.

--- In both years although Black, Latin American, and Puerto

Rican graduates taken together comprised about one-quarter of all

graduates, for the 1970 graduates about 10% had averages of over 80%

while the comparable figure for 1971 was 14%.

--- In general Aadee were found to be related to family income,

with students from fanqies with higher incomes earning higher grades

than those from lower income families.

Income was also related to type of school attended. For

example, for the 1970 graduates 39% of public academic, 11% of public

vocational and 42% of non-public graduates came from families with

incomes of at leaat-$10,000 a year. The comparable percentage for the

1971 graduates were somewhat higher -- 43%, 16%, and 50%.

The Post-SecosdAmkbpol Status of New York City High School Graduates

Of the 1970 high school graduates it was estimated that 76%

were enrolled as full-time students in a post-secondary institution as

of September 1970. The comparable percentages for the 1971 graduates as

of September 1971 was estimated to be 73%. The 1969 figure for New York

City -- prior to Open Admissions at CUNY -- was estimated to have been

59 %.. Because of the decline in high school graduates from about

68,000 in 1970 to about 65,000 in 1971, the number of full-tive students

was estimated lo have:decreased from about 52,000 to about 48,000.

13
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The 1970 high school graduates not reporting full-time

college attendance were distributed as follows: 2% attending part-

time; 12% did not apply; 1% applied and were not accepted; 6% were

accepted but did not register; and 4' did not answer and were pre-

sumed to be non-attenders. The comparable figures for the 1971

high school graduates were: 2% attending part-time; 13% did not apply;

1% applied and were not accepted; 8% were accepted but did not register;

and 2% did not answer.

Variation in full-time college attendance rate was found to be

associated with most of the major background variables:

Tylo of high school. For the 1970 group 75% of the public academic

graduates, 67% of the public vocational graduates and 79% of the non-

public graduates reported that they were attending college full-time.

The figures for 1971 graduates were: public academic, 74%; public

vocational, 54% and non-public, 79%. The estimated drop in college

attendance of public vocational school graduates appears to be substantial.

- -- High school average. For the 1970 group 92% of those with averages

of 85% and over were attending college full-time, while the figure for

those with averages of 70% and under was 51%. The comparable figures for

the 1971 graduates were 92% for those with averages of 85% and over as

contrasted to 49% for those with averages of 70% and under.

- -- Diploma type, For the 1970 graduates the college attendance rate

for those with academic diplomas was 88%, for those with general diplomas

50% and for those with vocational diplomas 65%. The comparable figures

for 1971 were 85%, 53%, and 49%, again indicating a substantial decline

in full-time college attendance for those with vocational diplomas.



--- Sex. For the 1970 graduates 83% of the male graduates

reported college attendance as compared with 70% for the

women. In 1971 the difference between the figures were reduced to

76% for nen and 72% for women.

Four reasons for not applying to college were considered

important'by at least 10% of the high school graduates who

did not apply to college. There was little apparent difference

between 1970 and 1971 graduates with respect to reasons. The reasons

were "wanted a job" (22% and 20%); "did not want college" (18% and

18%); "tired of school" (12% and 11%); and "could not afford" (10%

and 12%).

For the 1970 graduates, the majority of those who were attend-

ing a post-secondary institution on a full-time basis were enrolled in

four-year colleges (69%), with 27% enrolled in two-year colleges and 5%

in other kinds of institutions. The comparable figures for 1971

graduates were 68% for four-year college, 26% for two-year colaege, and

6% other. In 1970 63% of the full-time students were enrolled at CUNY,

7% at SUNY, 16% in private institutions in New York City, 5% in private

institutions in New York State other than the City, and 8% in institutions

outside New York State. For the 1971 graduates the comparable figures

were 67% at CUNY, 5% at SUgY, 16% in private institutions in New York

City, 4% in private institutions in New York State and 6% in institutions

outside New York State.

The type and level of college in which students were enrolled

were found to be related to the major background factors:

15



--- Public vocational students were more likely, to enroll

at CUNY(83% in 1970; 79% in 1971) than were public academic

(67% and 72%) or non-public students (54% and 57%),

--- Public vocational graduates, were more likely to be

enrolled in a CUNY two-year college (58% in 1970; 40% in 1971)

than were public academic (23% and 24%) or non-public students

(18% and 22%).

--- The percentage of students enrolled at CUNY was inversely

related to their high school grades. For example, in 1970 47% of

all students with high school averages of 85% or higher were attend-

ing CUNY; the comparable figure for 1971 was 49%. For 1970 graduates

with grades under 70%, 79% enrolled at CUNY; the figure for 1971

graduates was 81%. Thus CUNY, in,addition to its traditional role of

serving higher achievement high school graduates, was also providing

opportunity for higher education to students who were poor achievers

in high school;

--- Students with lower averages were more likely to attend a

two-year college than a four-year college. In both 1970 and in 1971

only about 22% of enrolled students with averages of under 70% attended

CUNY four-year colleges. The comparable figures for private institutions

in New York City for students with high school grades under 70% were

11% in 1970 and 10% in 1971.

For students attending college full-time, there were four

reavons for college selection given by at least 10% of the students.

The figures were almost identical for 1970 and 1971 students: "good



reputation" (21% in 1970, 20% in 1971); "inexpensive" (18% and 19%);

"near home" (18% and 18%); and "special programs" (12% and 13%).

Students enrolled at CUNY gave the same four reasons most frequently

but "inexpensive" (24% in 1970; 25% in 1971) was the reason most

commonly cited by CUNY students. Only SUNY students also listed

"inexpensive" (207 in both 1970 and 1971) as one of the major reasons

for their attendance.

*;.)liege Choice and College Enrollment

A majority of all students enrolled in college full-time

indicated that CUNY was their first choice institution -- 57% of both

1970 and 1971 high school graduates. Other first choices for 1970

and 1971 graduates respectively were: private New York City (15% and

11%); SUNY (11% and 10%); institutions outside New York State (10%

and 8%) and private colleges New York State (6% and 6%).

Of the 1970 graduates, 74% of the full-time students were

enrolled in the institution category of their first choice. The

comparable figure for 1971 graduates was 63%. Students who selected

CUNY as their first choice were much more likely to be enrolled

there (90% in 1970; 96% in 1971) than those selecting any other

category is their first choice. Students in attendance at CUNY

indicated that CUNY had been their first choice somewhat more

commonly when they had lower high school grades, wader 70%, than

when they had high averages of 85% and over. For 1970 graduates

the figures were 83% first choice of CUNY for CUNY students with

grades under 70% and 79% of students with grades of 85% and over.

A somewhat larger difference was round for 1971 graduates: 86%

vs. 76%.
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Ethnic Identification, Family Income and.College Attendance

Full-time college attendance rates were found to differ

for the several ethnic groups. In general, the college-going,

rates were highest for Oriental and other students (88% in 1970;

79% in 1971), followed by White students (78% and 75%), Latin

American students (67% and 71%); Black students (67% and 68%)

and Puerto Rican students (63% and 62%). Some of the difference

among these rates was possibly accounted for by differences in the

percentage of students who were accepted into college but did not

register (13% in 1970 and 14% in 1971 by Puerto Ridaeitudents;

10% and 9% by Black students; and 5% and 7% by White students)

and by financial problems, as implied by the finding that Black and

Puerto Rican part-time enrollments (4%) were twice as high as that

of White students.

Although a majority of students in all ethnic groups were

attending CONY, White students did so relatively less frequently

(62% in 1970; 66% in 1971) than did the other groups. For 1970

graduates the other figures were: Oriental and other, 66%; Black, 69%;

Latin American,71%; Puerto Rican, 74%. The percentage for 1971

graduates were: Oriental and other, 61%; Black, 71%; Latin American, 76%;

and Puerto Rican 73%.

There appeared to be a significant change in the distribution

f enrollpents in CONYIs two -year and four -year colleges byethnic
.

grog from 1970 to 1971. Tor the 1970 White high school graduates,
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41% were attending CUNY four-year colleges and 21% were attending

CUNY two-year colleges. The figures for the 1971 White students

were almost the same -- 42% attended CUNY four-year colleges and

23% attended CUNY two-year colleges. In 1970 Black students were

about equally enrolled in CUNY four-year colleges (36%) and CUNY

two-year colleges (33%) but for the 1971 group the comparable figures

were 42% in four-year colleges and 29% in two-year colleges. The

change was even more striklag for Puerto Rican students. In 1970

Puerto Rican students were more likely to be enrolled in CUNY two-

year colleges (40%) than in four-year colleges (34%) but in 1971

the percentages were reversed, so that 43% were attending (UNY four-

year colleges, aad 3010 in CUNY two-year colleges.

Family income was related to variation in fulltime college

attendance. The 1970 students with family income under $3700 were

less likely to go to college (65%) than those where the family income

was over $15,000 (89%). The 1971 figures were about the same (66%)

for students with family incomes of under $3700 but there appeared to

be a decrease in college attendance rate for students whose family

ivtcoms was over $15,000 (80%). Student choice of institution was

directly related to income. For the 1973 graduates 69% of the students

with family incomes under $3700 selected CUNY as their first choice

as compared with 37% 1.1 those with family incomes of over $15,000.

The comparable percentages at lower and higher family incomes select-

ing CUNY as first choice were 65% and 40%. Actual enrollment patterns

were similarly differentiated but a higher proportion of students

actually enrolled at CUNY. In 1970 CUNY enrolled 74% of the students

19



with family incomes under $3700 and 44% of those with incomes

of $15,000 or over. The comparable percentages for the 1971

high school graduates were 75% and 51%. The data indicate that

even with a family income of at least $15,000 less than half of

the students attended colleges outside of New York City. For the

1970 group with family incomes of at least $15,000,40% attended

such colleges and in 1971 the figure dropped to 32%. For students

whose family incomes were in the next lower income category of

$12,500 to $14,999, the 1970 figure for enrollment in college out-

side of New York City was 23% and the 1971 figure was 21%.

Family income, high school grades, and ethnic identification

were all found to be interrelated. Minority group students tended to

come from families with lower incomes; students from families with

lower incomes tended to obtain lower high school grades; minority

.
students tended to obtain lower grades. In turn each of these

variables was round to be.associated with ikkelihood of college

attendance.

By examining the relationships of family income, high school

grades and ethnic identification not only with each other but also

with college attendance rate, we were able to draw some inferences

about the effects of each variable when the other variable(s) were

.eld constant.

When grades were controlled it appeared that family income had

relatively little influence.on college attendance. Thus for all

20



students with low high school grades, those from high income

families were. hardly more likely to have gone to college than

those from families with low income. In 1970 the college attendance

rate for high income students with low grades was 58Z as compared

with 54% for low income students with low grades. The comparable

percentages for 1971 were both 55%.

On the other hand., when income was held constant the

effect of auks:was clearly evident. For low income students, for

example, those with high grades were more likely to go to college

(83% in 1970; 86% in 1971) than those with low grades (54% in 1970;

55% in 1971).

If both grades and income were held constant differences in

college attendance rate related to ethnic identification were still

apparent. In general Puerto Ricans were less likely to go to college

than Black or White students who were comparable with respect to high

school grades and family income. On the other hand, Black students

were generally more likely than White students at the same income

and grade level to go to college. However, inasmuch as there were

relatively more Black students in low income and low grade groups,

the college-going rate was lower for Black high school graduates as

a group than it was for White graduates.

Effect of a Voucher Proposal on Plans for Higher Education

One item ott the questionnaire was designed to explore the

high school graduate's response concerning what he might have done

if he were offered t1000 each year for tuition and expenses at any

post-secondary school other than CUNY.



For many reasons the results on the voucher question should

be regarded as suggestive only. For example, of those high school

graduates who were not going tc college, 52% in 1970 and 53% in 1971

indicated they would go under a voucher plan. This was probably based

on an unrealistic comprehension of college expenses since in most

cases the Free tuition opportunity at CUNY would be less expensive

than having i.000 to be applied elsewhere.

Similarly) over half of the students at CUNY in both the

1970 and 1971 groupa of high school graduates indicated that they

would go elsewhere (SUNY being most popular, 19%) if $1000 were

available to them annually. Interestingly, in terms of level of

parental income reUUvely little variation was found among CUNY students

who would desire wither to say at CUNY or go elsewhere.

It was estimated that about 4200 of the 1970 high school

graduates and about 4800 of the 1971 graduates who were attending

college would probably like to change their current enrollment

in order to attend a private institution in New York City if a

voucher plan were available. Butting aside questions about whether

$1000 per student would be financially available or adequate, that

could have meant an increaseof over 50% in the enrollment of New York

City students in such institutions.



- 1 -

Introduction

Last year the Center for Social Research of The City University of

New York, in conjunction with the University Office for Research in Higher

Education, conducted a study on the post-secondary school activities of

the 1970 New York City high school graduates. The purpose of this study,

as defined in last year's report, was:

to determine the degree to which Open Admissions at City
University has resulted in establishing equality of
educational opportunity for New York City's youth, and
for future planning for higher education in the city. *

Conducted by the Center for Social Research, this year's study examined

the characteristics of the 1971 New York City high school graduates and

was a replication of the prior research project. The intention of this

replication was to determine what changes in characteristics occurred be-

**
tween studies and to estimate the direction and magnitude of these shifts.

In constructing the methodology for this year's study, a decision was

made to incorporate all the research techniques employed last year, so a

basis for comparability between studies would be available. This rationale

necessitated utilizing techniques that may have been improved upon.

To facilitate thecomparison between the studies, each table from

Chapter III on, lists two sets of figures, last year's and the current

figures. Last year's data are always in parentheses and under the heading

1970, a reference to the date the sample was to have graduated; this year's

data are not in parentheses, and are under the-heading 1971, also a reference

to the graduation date. All tables list 100% as a total, while they may

*Birnbaum, R. and Goldman, J. The Graduates: A Follow-up Study, of New York
City High School Graduates of 1970, New York: Center for Social
Research Office for Research in Higher Education, The City
University of New York, (May 1971) p.

**
This year's study was requested by the Office of the Chancellor of The City
University cf New York and was supported by funds provided by the Board of
Higher Education.
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actually sum to 99.9% or 100.1%.

Within the narrative section of the report, varying forms of a

term are employed. For example, college admissions average may be referred

to as admissions average, average or grades while post-secondary school

status is occasionally referred to as post-high school plans or activities,

For those readers who wish to review last year's report, this report

incorporated the identical order for chapters, chapter subdivisions and

tables, but the titles for the chapters, tables and subdivisions do vary

between reports.



3

Chapter I

Selecting the Sample and Reconstituting

the population

Selecting the Sample

The University Application Processing Center (UAPC) of CUNY provided

data which indicated that 76,357 students were enrolled as juniors in pub-

lic and private high schools in New York City as of June 1970. UAPC data

were partially defined by the student's high school average at the end of

his junior year and by the type of high school graduated from, variables

usually associated with college attendance.

Instead of including every student in the stud a stratified sampling

technique was devised employing the two mentioned variables. The variable

"type of high school" was designated as follows: "public academic," "pub-

lic vocational" and "non-public." The variable "admissions average" was

designated by five categories: "85% and over," "80 - 84.9%," "75 - 79.9%,"

"70 - 74.9%" and "less than 70%." These breakdowns resulted in a 15-cell

design with the appropriate population figures indicated in Table 1-1.

The next stage in selecting the sample was to determine the apprupri-

ate sampling ratio for each cell. We attempted to use the same sampling

ratios as last year to .ensure that at least 400 Black and Puerto Rican

students would be sampled in each cell where other ethnic groups were pre-

dominant, or at least 400 Whites where the situation was reversed. As last

year's study indicated, however, the proportion of Black and Puerto Rican

students in non-public schools and with averages above 85% in public aca-

demic and public vocational schools was quite small, making the criterion

of 400 students difficult to meet. One difference from last year should
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be noted: where possible we ,,ttempte4 to keep each cell to a minimum of

500 students or if the cell was urdlar 500 we tried to include all available

studentti in that cell. This resulted in changing the sampling ratio in

four cells*. The size of the final sample and the sampling ratio for each

cell (in parentheses) is shown in Table 1-2. Even though the ratio was

small in the non-public schools for the less than 70% and 70-74.9% categcries,

it represented 100% of the-people available in those cells. These ratios

resulted because, while the UAPC data bank contained the names of all

juniors in all high schoolA, the uamea were not completely accessible in

the required form for the non-public schools. The names were available in

the proper form for only 77% of the non-public school students. Drawing

from only 77% rather than 100% of these students, and having such a 'small

ratio ln the two cells mentioned above, may introduce a source of b:Las if

the excluded students differ from the included ones in any significant ',Banner.-

Perbounel at UAPC systematically selected the required number of stu-

dents and orepared a computer tape with the name, address, sex, high school

attended and college admissions average of each student to be included in

the stratified, non proportional sampling design.

Instrument

The instrument employed in this study was an Equal Opportunities

Questionnaire (EOQ), a copy of which is attached as Appendix I. The ques-

tionnaire had students indicate their present activities, their reasons for

not applying to college or their reason for selecting the college they are

*Two cell changes were in public vocational--85% and over and 80-84.9%;
these cells had ratios of .488 and .468 respectively last year compared
to the ratios shown in Table 1-2 for this year. In non-public schools
the cleAls of 70-74.9% and less than 70% were .246 and .633 respectively
Ust year.
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attending. In addition certain background information was sought--sex

of respondent, parental income, parents' educational level, educational

expectations, high school average and ethnic identification. Also asked

was what effects a $1,000 educational grant might have had upon the

students' college plans.

The questionnaire consisted of three separate pages prepared by

optical scanning equipment.

Procedure

The Equal Opportunities Questionnaire was mailed to the home of each

student in the sample after January 11, 1972. Accompanying the qie:Itfconnaire

was a cover letter explaining the purpose of the survey and a scalped, self-

addressed return envelope. After February 14, 1972 a second complete re-

sampling was initiated*, which included a follow-up letter to all non-re-

spondents and respondents.

Response Rate

Since this study was not able to deliver the EOQ during vacation periods,

it was not expected that we would achieve, as last year, a 50% response rate;

yet, it was hoped that we would receive at least a 45% rate of return. The

potential bias caused by the difference in the characteristics of the res-

pond:rats and the non-respondents is discussed in the next chapter. An

analysts of the response rate is shown in Table 1-3.

The response rate of 39.5% was not as high as the desired 45% rate of

return. The unuseable responses were questionnaires which were missing one

or more pages on return. Whether pages were removed by the respondent prior

A misprint had oriOnally occurred in question 2 which necessitated
a complete resampling. The details of this resampling are discussed
in Appendix II.
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TABLE 1-3

ANALYSIS OF THE RESPONSE RATE OF THE

STUDENTS IF THE SAMPLE.15,258

N

No Response 7,983 52.4

Returned by
Poet Office 1,033 6.4

Unuaeable Responses 212 1.4

Useable Responses 6,025 39..5



to returning the questionnaire, or whether a page was missing when mailed

to the respondent or lost in handling the returns was not known. It was

felt that no changes in the rata would have occurred if these 212 question-

naires were included in tha sample, and that their exclusion does not result

in a response bias.

Table 1-4 shows the response rate for each cell of our 15-cell design.

The largest percentage of replies was from non-public schools, followed by

public academic and public vocational schools. The rate of return by

average was highest for the above 85% grcup, .488, and lowest for the

70-74.9% category, .320. The response rates for all schools were higher

for the less than 70% category than for the 70-74.9% and 75-79.9% categories

but lower than the 80 -84.9% and 85% and over categories.

Reconstituting the Population

In under for the sample of 6,025 students to reflect the original

population of 76,357 students, each student was assigned a weight determined

by the cell he belonged in. The weight for each cell was based on the

ratio between the number of respondents in the cell and the total population

in that cell. Table 1-5 shows the weights given each of the 15 cells. This

weighting technique assumed that the respondents in each cell were represen-

tative of all students in that cell, an assumption which shall be examined

in detail in Chapter II.

Graduates and Non-Graduates

If the, technique for reconstituting the sample was accurate and did

represent the known population, we could expect that the proportion of

students who had indicated that they graduated from high school would be

-mparable fJ the actual graduate rates. Table 1-6 compares the sample
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TABLE 1-6

REPORTED (SAMPLE) AND ACTUAL (POPULATION)
GRADUATION RATES

Graduates and Non-Graduates

Type of School

Did Not
Graduate Graduate Total

Public Academic

Population 11,082 36,632 47,714

Sample (2,739) 44,975

Difference -8,343 +8,343

Public Vocational

Population 745 6,189 6,934

Sample (536) 6-398

Difference -209 +209

Non-Public

Population 67 21,642 21,709

Sample 71 21,638

Difference +4 -4

Total

Population 11,894 64,463 76,357

Sample 11:1119 73,011

Difference -8,548 +8,548



- 1.3 -

estimates with known graduation rates. It is apparent that the total

number of graduates was over-represented by 8,548 and under-represented

the non-graduates by the same figure, with the largest overestimation

occurring in public academic high schools. Both public vocational and

non-public high school data reasonably approximated known parameters.

It was then decided to reduce the estimated number of graduates in

public academic high schools to batter approximate the known population*.

A correction factor was derived fir each cell by assuming that the

reported number of non-graduates in each cell was proportional to the

actual number of non-graduates in the population. This method elimates

the non-graduates from the study, and reduces the number of graduates.

The correction factors used are listed in Table 1-7.

The procedure employed reduced the graduate estimate for public

academic high schools to 36,646 compared to the known figure of 36,632.

This reduction then estimated the graduate sample to be 64,682 against

an actual population of 64,463. Using these correction factors, we no

refer only to the responses of 5,824 high school graduates who were

weighted to approximate the 64,463 graduates in the population. The

following chapters are based on the study of this weighted sample of

New York City high school graduates.

The request for comparability of data with last year's study
necessitated that the basis for reconstituting the sample follow
the same procedures as last year. This rationale resulted in
following methods that might have been improved.

35
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Chapter II

A Comarision of the Weighted

Ilmage and the Population

Various Techniques and assumptions were employed in Chapter 1:so that

the sample estimate would approximate known graduation rates for all New

York City high school graduates. This chapter will attempt to examine the

possible biases, if any, that ..hese techniques and assumptions might have

had on further data in the study and attempt to estimate the magnitude and

direction of these biases.

One of the first assumptions occurred when we used the 6,025 responses

represent the population. It was feasible that the sample was not

representative at this point. We know that non-graduates were less likely

to rat:pond than grcduates, that respondents were different for each grade

category and it was also possible that we might have sampled more students

presently enrolled in New York City institutions than anywhere else.

Another source of bias might have occurred through the use of a

correction factor for public academic high schools. In addition to assuming

that the amber of self-reported non-graduates was proportional to the number

of non-graduates in the population, this correction technique significantly

reduced the number of graduates with averages of less than 70% at a much

greater rate C.lan any other category. The magnitude and direction of these

possible biases can fortunately be checked against mown population data.

Diploma Distribution of Graduates

Information provided by the Board of Education, Office of High Schools,

enabled us to compare the diploma distribution estimates against the popu-

lation figures for public academic and public vocational high schools.
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Table 2-1 displays discrepancies between diploma received and the study's

estimates. For pub7c academic schools, the discrepancy between sample

estimates and pol.4 ;don data was relatively small, but we did overestimate

the number of diplomas distributed and underestimated the number

of general diplomas received. It seems possible that those people who

received general diplomas in public academic schools believed that they had

actually earned an academic diploma. If this was so, it is possible that

the stated discrepancy was due to student confusion. The same rationale

does not seem to apply for public vocational high schools, where we also

overestimated the number of academic diplomas. While approximately 10%

of all vocational high school students received a regents diploma* in

addition to their regular diploma, this was not sufficient to explain the

large proportion of students stating that they had received an academic or

general diploma. No population data were available to check the distribution

by diploma category for non-public high schools.

Comparison of CUNY Enrollments

While the data provided by the Board of Education were limited, other

sources of data furnished by the CUNY Office of Data Collection and Evaluation

enabled us to analyze a small sub-section of our sample. This group was

composed of the first-time freshmen attending CUNY, and data were available

on the ethnic distribution, grade distribution and type of CUNY college

attending.

Enrollment

Table 2-2 shows that while the sample estimate approximated the

population figures for total CUNY enrollment, the component institutions

*Data supplied by Board of Education, Office of High Schools.
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TABLE 2-1

DISTRIBUTION OF DIPLOMAS IN THE
POPULATION* AND THE SAMPLE ESTIMATES

FOR THE JUNE 1971 GRADUATES
.11

TYPE OF DIPLOMA
TYPE Vocational,
OF Technical, Total
HIGH SCHOOL Academic General Commercial Certificate Percent

Public
Academic

Population 50.3 39.0

Sample 61.0 28.7

Public
Vocational

Population

Sample 17.3 3.7

Non-Public

Population - .-

Sample 91.6 3.1

Total

Population

Sample 66.9 17.7

9.8 0.9 100.0

10.1 0.2 100.0

86.0 14.0 100.0

76.1 2.8 100.0

- -

5.2 U.1 100.0

15.0 0.4 100.0

*Source; Board of Education, Office of High Schools.

39
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4,79247.0,

ion

COMPARISON OF CUNY ENROLLMENTS* FOR
FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN WITH SAMPLE ESTIMATES

TYPE OF CUNY COLLEGE

2-Year 4-Year Total

15,850 16,689 32,539

(48.7) (51.3) (100.0)

Sample 12,303 20,405 32,708

(37.6)

Difference -31,5A7

*Source: The City University of New York, Office of Data
Collection and Evaluation.

40



- 19 -

showed large discrepaixJes. We seriously overestimated the four-year

college enrollment by 22.3% and underestimated the two-year college

attendance by 22.4%.

Ethnic. Identificatiatl.

For all institutio=ns of CUNY, we can see f:rom Table 2-3 that we were

close to the actual population of Puerto Ricans and Whites, but under-

estimated by 7.8% the number of Blacks and overestimated the "Others"

category by 4.3%. In examining the distinction batween the two-and four-

year colleges we find the same trend, with the greatest fluctuation occurring

for Blacks. In four-year colleges, Blacks should gave represented 17.4% of

the population and we showed only 12.3%; for the two-year college the

underestimation was greater,25.1% in the population to 14.6% in the sample,

an underestimation of 10.5%.

Grade Distribution

The grade distribution for two-and four-year colleges is shown in

Table 2 -4.. The largest discrepancy in both the two-and four-year colleges

occurred in the lets than 70% category. For the four-year colleges we

4k underestimated this category by 2.4%, but by 14.9% for the two-year colleges.

In the two-year colleges we also overestimated the number of students with

averages greater than 75%. While the population sourges showed we should have

approximated a figure close to 33.07., we indicated an estimate of 44.6%, a

difference of 11.6%.

Conclusions

In matching various population sources with sample estimates we found

that certain biases were evident, We underestimated the population of

41
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TABLE 2-3

COMPARISON OF THE ETHNIC POPULATION*
OF CUNY FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN WITH

TUE SAMPIA MTIMATES

TYPE OF
COLLEGE

Puerto
Rican

ETHNIC IWIITIFICATION
Total

PercentHilt:* White Others

CUNY Four-Year

(does not include
No Answers)

Population 7,0 17.4 71.8 3.9 100.0

Sample 8.6 12.3 70,2 8.8 100.0

CUNY Two-Year

Population 10.4 25.1 60.9 3.6 100.0

Sample 10.6 14.6 68.2 6.6 100.0

Total

Population 8.6 21.0 66.7 3.7 100.0

Sample 9.4 13.2 69.5 8.0 100.0

0-1

*Source: The City University of New York, Office of
Data Collection and Evaluation.
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TABLE 2-4

COMPARISON OF THE GRADE DISTRInUTION OF CUNY*

FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN WITH THE SAMPLE ESTIMATES

HIGH SCHOOL GRADE AVERAGE

TYPE OF
COLLEGE 80%+ 70 /?% 410%

Total
Percent

CUNY Four-Year

Population 57.1 35.8 7.1 100.0

Sample 57.6 37.7 4.7 100.0

CUNY Two -Year 75%+ 70-74.9.% 472%

Population 33.0 30.6 36.1 100.0

Sample 44.6 34.0 21.4 10u.0

*Source: The City University of New York, Office of Data
Collectior and Evaluation.
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Blacks, k.Aerestimated the number of graduates in the 70% and under

category, . a underestimated the enrollment in the two-year colleges. In

addition: Paso overestimated the number of academic diplomas received

and overoOLva:ed the enrollment in the four-year colleges.

It possiKe that sc;me of these discrepancies resulted from

respondent bias--specift.coly, thst there was a low probability of obtaining

a reply from a person q.4,0 was attendiirg a two-year college, who had a low

average and who was Black. This possible response bias brings into ques-

tion the weighting technicivo suggestr$ that the correction factor which

substantially reduced the proportion of students with averages of under 70%

also reduced the number of Blacks and the two-year college enrollment.

While the presence of these biases will affect the data presented and

necessitates using caution when making inferences from the characteristics

of New York City high school graduates, we feel that reasonably valid

generalizations can be made about associations among the variables.
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Chapter III

Characteristics of the New Yolk City

High School Graduate

We can proceed to examine the characteristics of the New York City

high school graduate, now that we have checked our sample estimates and

determined their biases. The variables related here were tabulated for

the type of high school attended and the college admissions average received

by sex, type of diploma received, ethnic identification and parental income.

Type, of High School

12:College Admissions Average

Compared to last year, as seen in Table 3-1, the percentage of

high school graduates from public academic schools decreased by 4.2%, while

both public vocational and non-public schools showed an increase in the

nuMber of graduates, 1.8% and 2.3% respectively. Associated with these

changes, we noticed chat the proportion of pubic academia: graduates de-

creased from last year ineach grade category. Table 3-2 indicates the

breakdown by college admissions averages within each category of high

school. We found that the aggregates for all high schools are consistent

with last ymar and saw only slight variations for each admissions average

category ut*zhin the different high schools. The greatest fluctuation oc-

curred in public vocational high schools in the 70-74.9% and under 70% cate-

gories, a 3,6% decrease and a 4.6% increase rstectiVely. The 24.4% of

graduates in the under 70% category for public vocational schools and the

17.9% in that category for public academic schools were sharply contrasted

with the low percentage in thgt category for non-public schools (2.8%).
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TABLE 3-1

ESTIMATES OF THE TYPE OF HIGH SCHOOL
ATTENDED BY COLLEGE ADMISSIONS

AVERAGE

TYPE OF
HIGH SCHOOL

.

85% and

COLLEGE ADMISSIONS AVERAGE

Less Than
ATTENDED Over 80-84.9% 75-79.9% 70-74.9% 70% Total

Public
Academic

1971 55.5 45.3 50.1 64.4 75.1 56.6
1970 (58.2) (50,3) (54.4) (67.3) (81.5) (60.8)

Public
Vocational

1971 2.9 7.1 11.1 13.8 17.9 9.9
1970 (2.3) (5.6) (9.8) (12.7) (12.0) (8.1)

Hon- Public;
1971 41.6 47.6 38.7 21.8 7.0 33.4
1970 (39.4) (43.9) (35.7) (20.0) (6.5) (31.1)

1971
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Estimated N 14,723 13,084 14,907 13,250 8,718 64,682

1970
Total Percent (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)
Estimated N (15,506) (13,898) (15,508) (14,018) (9,172) (68,102)
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Again, as last year, oven- 57% of all non-public high school graduates had

averages of 80% or greater compared to only 38% for public academic an')

20% for public vocational schools.

c

Type of High School
by. Sex and Average

Table 3-3 shows major changes in the sex distribut$.on of high school

graduated. In all three categories of schools, the propori oa women

graduates increased, a 23.8% increase in non - public schools, a 6.0% increase

in public vocational schools and a 5.3% increase la public academic schools.

It was not evident if these increases reflected victual changes in the

population or if they could be attributed to the biases mPntioned in Chap-

ter II. The corresponding low proportion of male gradn;tes may, in part,

reflect the underestimates of graduates with low averages and two-year

enrollments.

When we examined the sex distribution, by college adnissions average

for public academic high schools -- Table 3-4 -- the proportion of women

with averages above 757, increasea but treaved in the lower averages,

while the males showed exactly the oppaaitc, trend. Females, therefore,

indicated that 41.2% had admissions averages 80% and above, an increase

of 3.1% from last year, while males had 34,7% In the same category, a

decrease of 5.1% from last year. For the 75% rtnd under categories, males

increased by 5.1%, from 40.9% last year to 46.0%, and females decreased by

3.4%, from 40.8% last year to 37.5%. For public vocational high schools,

Table 3-5, there was au Lucreased proportion having averages below 70%, a

4.2% increase from last year for males and a 5.6% increase for females, and

a decrease for both sexes in the 70-74.9% and 75-79.9% categories. For males
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the percentage having 85% and over decreased, from 4.5% last year to 3.6%,

but remained stable for females (a 0.4% increase from last year). Males

showed a 3.6% increase from last year in the 80-84.9% category, while females

had a 2.8% decrease.

Non-public schools, as related in Table 3-6, remained relatively stable

in all categories, with the largest fluctuation, a 2.3% decrease, occurring

for males in the above 85% category.

Type, of High School

121Igalsolg and Average

The distribution of diplomas for high schools, as shown in Table 3-7,

indicated that non-public schools distributed basically one form of diploma,

academic. Both public vocational and public academic schools showed, as

last year, a greater percentage of one form of diploma, vocational or aca-

demic respectively. It must be remembered that for the public academic

schools the proportion of academic diplomas was overestimated, and that the

same was true for academic and general diplomas in public vocational schools.

So that, while the public academic school had similiar percentages for both

years, it was probable that the axademic diplomas were not as frequent as

reported here.

The, type of diploma received by collegv admissions average for public

academic high schools is examined is Table 3-8. The proportion of academic

diplomas and general diplomas by average remain relatively stable, yet some

interesting changes occur for the other diploma types. Technical diplomas

received showed a drop in the high grades, a 5.9% decrease from last year

in the 85% and over category, and a. 5.4% decrease in the 80-84.9% category,

while increasing in the lower averages with Ole exception of the under 70%
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TABLE 3-7

ESTIMATES OF THE TYPE OF DIPLOMA RECEIVED
BY THE TYPE OF HIGH SCHOOL ATTENDED

TYPE OF TYPE OF HIGH SCHOOL ATTENDED
DIPLOMA Public Academic Public Vocational Non-Public
RECEIVED 1971 1970

Academic 61.0 (60.6)

Technical 1.9 (2.5)

General 28.7 (29.5)

Vocational 0.3 (0.4)

Commercial 7.9 (6.7)

Certificate 0.2 (0.3)

Total Percent 100.0 (100.0)
Estimated N 36,646 (41,358)

1971 1970 1971 1970

17.3 (5.4) 91.6 (90,5)

6.8 (10.1)

3.7 (2.4) 3.1 (3.3)

50.1 (66.0)

19.3 (15.0) 5.2 (6.0)i

2.8 (1.1) 0.1 (0.1)

100.0 (100.0) 100.0 (100.0)
6,398 (5,509) 21,638 (21,136)



T
A
B
L
E
 
3
-
8

E
S
T
I
M
A
T
E
S
 
O
F
 
C
O
L
L
E
G
E
 
A
D
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
S
 
A
V
E
R
A
G
E
 
F
O
R

P
U
B
L
I
C
 
A
C
A
D
E
M
I
C
 
H
I
G
H
 
S
C
H
O
O
L
 
G
R
A
D
U
A
T
E
S

B
Y
 
T
H
E
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
D
I
P
L
O
M
A
 
R
E
C
E
I
V
E
D

C
O
L
L
E
G
E

A
D
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
S

A
V
E
R
A
G
E

A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c

T
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l

T
Y
P
E

O
F
 
D
I
P
L
O
M
A
 
R
E
C
E
I
V
E
D

C
e
r
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
e

T
o
t
a
l

G
e
n
e
r
a
l

V
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

C
o
m
m
e
r
c
i
a
l

8
5
%
 
a
n
d
 
O
v
e
r

1
9
7
1

3
4
.
7

2
2
.
1

1
.
0

5
.
9

2
2
.
3

1
9
7
0

(
3
4
.
4
)

(
2
8
.
0
)

(
0
.
4
)

(
2
.
5
)

(
2
1
.
8
)

8
0
-
8
4
.
9
% 1
9
7
1

2
2
.
6

1
8
.
5

3
.
7

8
.
3

1
1
.
9

10
.1

1
6
.
2

1
9
7
0

(
2
4
.
1
)

(
2
3
.
9
)

(
3
.
0
)

(
8
.
2
)

(
1
1
.
7
)

(
5
.
0
)

(
1
7
.
0
)

7
5
-
7
9
.
9
% 1
9
7
1

2
1
.
8

2
8
.
9

1
5
.
3

2
7
.
2

2
0
.
4

1
9
7
0

(
2
2
.
3
)

(
2
4
.
4
)

(
1
5
.
2
)

(
1
0
.
5
)

(
2
4
.
7
)

(
1
3
.
0
)

(
2
0
.
4
)

7
0
-
7
4
.
9
% 1
9
7
1

1
6
.
3

2
6
.
3

3
5
.
5

2
0
.
9

3
1
.
3

3
8
.
2

2
3
.
3

1
9
7
0

(
1
5
.
4
)

(
1
7
.
8
)

(
3
6
.
8
)

(
2
9
.
8
)

(
3
0
.
0
)

(
1
8
.
4
)

(
2
2
.
8
)

L
e
s
s
 
T
h
a
n
 
7
0
%

1
9
7
1

4
.
6

4
.
2

4
4
.
5

7
0
.
8

2
3
.
6

5
1
.
7

1
7
.
9

1
9
7
0

(
3
.
8
)

(
5
.
8
)

(
4
4
.
5
)

(
5
1
.
5
)

(
3
1
.
0
)

(
6
3
.
6
)

(
1
8
.
0
)

1
9
7
1

T
o
t
a
l
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
N

2
2
,
3
4
1

6
8
3

1
0
,
5
3
5

1
0
1

2
,
9
0
3

8
3

3
6
,
6
4
6

1
9
7
0

T
o
t
a
l
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
N

(
2
5
,
0
4
5
)

(
1
,
0
4
2
)

(
1
2
,
2
0
4
)

(
1
5
6
)

(
2
,
7
8
5
)

(
1
2
6
)

(
4
1
,
3
5
8
)



- 34 -

category. Vocational diplomas holders showed a large increase, from 51.5%

last year to 70.8% this year in the under 70% category, and corresponding

decreases in the 75-79.9% and 70-74.9% categories. More commercial diplomas

were awarded to each admissions average category than last year with the

exception of the under 70% group, which exhibited a 7.4% decrease. As for

certificates the proportion of graduates receiving them changed in the under

70% category from 63.6% to 51.7%, and increased from 5.0% to 10.1% in 80-84.9%

category and from 18.4% to 38.2% in the 70-74.9% category. It was evident

that the higher the average the greater the proportion of students receiving

an academic diploma (57.3% with averages above 80%) and that the diploma

types :laving large percentages in the under 70% category were general with

44.5%, certificate with 51.7% and vocational with 70.81.

As last year, comparisons of diploma and grade distribution were not

of much value in the publtc vocational and non-public schools since the

large proportion of students earned only one type of diploma, but Tables 3-9

and 3-10 are included tor reference.

Type of High School
12x Ethnic Identification and Average

Table 3-11 shows the ethnic breakdown for public academic high schools

by college admissions average. While the marginals were consistent with

last year, the proportion of students with averages above 85% increased for

all ethnic groups, an increase that, with the exception of Whites, was matched

by a decrease in the under 70% category. Data for Puerto Rican graduates

showed that 24.9% had averages above 80%, an increase of 8.5% from last year,

and that the number of students with averages of under 75% decreased to 51.1%

from 59.8% last year. Latin American students showed a marked increase in

the number of graduates with averages above 80%, a 13.0% increase from last



T
A
B
L
E
 
3
-
9

E
S
T
I
M
A
T
E
S
 
O
F
 
C
O
L
L
E
G
E
 
A
D
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
S
 
A
V
E
R
A
G
E
 
F
O
R

P
U
B
L
I
C
 
V
O
C
A
T
I
O
N
A
L
 
H
I
G
H
 
S
C
H
O
O
L
 
G
R
A
D
U
A
T
E
S

B
Y
 
T
H
E
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
D
I
P
L
O
M
A
 
R
E
C
E
I
V
E
D

C
O
L
L
E
G
E

A
D
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
S

A
V
E
R
A
G
E

A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c

T
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l

G
e
n
e
r
a
l

T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
D
I
P
L
O
M
A
 
R
E
C
E
I
V
E
D

C
e
r
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
e

T
o
t
a
l

V
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

C
o
m
m
e
r
c
i
a
l

8
5
%
 
a
n
d
 
O
v
e
r

1
9
7
1

1
5
.
2

9
.
3

2
.
9

9
.
8

6
.
6

1
9
7
0

(
1
8
.
1
)

(
1
1
.
0
)

(
2
.
6
)

(
3
.
6
)

(
1
2
.
2
)

(
6
.
4
)

8
0
-
8
4
.
9
% 1
9
7
1

2
3
.
1

2
2
.
6

1
3
.
9

9
.
2

2
0
.
0

1
4
.
5

1
9
7
0

(
2
1
.
8
)

(
9
.
7
)

(
8
.
8
)

(
1
2
.
7
)

(
2
1
.
8
)

(
1
3
,
1
)

(
1
4
.
2
)

7
5
-
7
-
.
9
% 1
9
7
1

2
3
.
9

2
6
.
6

1
7
.
2

2
5
.
7

3
2
.
3

9
.
5

2
6
.
0

1
9
7
0

(
2
2
.
5
)

(
3
2
.
2
)

(
2
1
.
1
)

(
2
7
.
3
)

(
3
1
.
1
)

(
2
7
.
6
)

7
0
-
7
4
.
9
% 1
9
7
1

2
3
.
6

2
2
.
3

2
3
.
4

3
4
.
4

2
1
.
8

2
2
.
6

2
8
.
5

1
9
7
0

(
2
3
.
7
)

(
2
6
.
5
)

(
3
6
.
0
)

(
3
4
.
4
)

(
2
9
.
2
)

(
1
6
.
1
)

(
3
2
.
1
)

L
e
s
s
 
T
h
a
n
 
7
0
%

1
9
7
1

1
4
.
1

1
9
.
1

4
5
.
6

2
7
.
8

1
6
.
0

6
7
.
8

2
4
.
4

1
9
7
0

(
1
3
.
9
)

(
2
0
.
6
)

(
3
1
.
6
)

(
2
2
.
0
)

(
5
.
6
)

(
7
0
.
8
)

(
1
9
.
7
)

1
9
7
1

T
o
t
a
l
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
N

1
,
1
1
0

4
3
3

2
3
6

3
,
2
0
4

1
,
2
3
3

1
8
2

6
,
3
9
8

1
9
7
0

T
o
t
a
l
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
N

(
3
0
0
)

(
5
5
4
)

(
1
3
2
)

(
3
,
6
3
6
)

(
8
2
8
)

(
5
9
)

(
5
,
5
0
9
)



T
A
B
L
E
 
3
-
1
0

E
S
T
I
M
A
T
E
S
 
O
F
 
C
O
L
L
E
G
E
 
A
D
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
S
 
A
V
E
R
A
G
E

F
O
R
 
N
O
N
-
P
U
B
L
I
C
 
H
I
G
H
 
S
C
H
O
O
L
 
G
R
A
D
U
A
T
E
S

B
Y
 
T
H
E
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
D
I
P
L
O
M
A
 
R
E
C
E
I
V
E
D

C
O
L
L
E
G
E

A
D
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
S

A
V
E
R
A
G
E

A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c

T
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l

G
e
n
e
r
a
l

T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
D
I
P
L
O
M
A
 
R
E
C
E
I
V
E
D

C
e
r
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
e

T
o
t
a
l

V
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

C
o
m
m
e
r
c
i
a
l

8
5
%
 
a
n
d
 
O
v
e
r

1
9
7
1

3
0
.
6

4
.
4

-
2
8
.
3

1
9
7
0

(
3
0
.
3
)

(
1
2
.
9
)

(
1
6
.
8
)

-
(
2
8
.
9
)

8
0
-
8
4
.
9
%1
9
7
1

2
9
.
8

3
0
.
5

1
0
.
9

2
8
.
8

1
9
7
0

(
2
9
.
3
)

(
1
8
.
9
)

(
2
7
.
7
)

(
6
4
.
7
)

(
2
8
.
9
)

7
5
-
7
9
.
9
%1
9
7
1

2
5
.
6

4
6
.
0

2
6
.
7

1
9
7
0

(
2
5
.
3
)

(
3
7
.
0
)

(
3
3
.
4
)

(
2
6
.
1
)

7
0
-
7
4
.
9
%1
9
7
1

1
1
.
6

3
2
.
2

3
2
.
4

1
0
0
.
0

1
3
.
4

1
9
7
0

(
1
2
.
8
)

(
2
1
.
5
)

(
1
5
.
7
)

(
1
3
.
3
)

C
X
)

L
C
,

L
e
s
s
 
T
h
a
n
 
7
0
%

1
9
7
1

2
.
4

7
.
6

6
.
3

2
.
b

1
9
7
0

(
2
.
3
)

(
9
.
7
)

1
0
0
.
0

(
6
.
5
)

(
3
5
.
3
)

(
2
.
8
)

1
9
7
1

T
o
t
a
l
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
N

1
9
,
8
2
1

6
7
1

1
,
1
2
9

1
7

2
1
1
.
0
4
1
3

1
9
7
0

T
o
t
a
l
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
N

(
1
9
,
1
3
0
)

(
7
0
7
)

(
4
)

(
1
,
2
6
9
)

(
2
6
)

(
2
1
,
1
3
6
)



T
A
B
L
E
 
3
-
1
1

C
O
L
L
E
G
E

A
D
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
S

A
V
E
R
A
G
E

E
S
T
I
M
A
T
E
S

P
u
e
r
t
o

R
i
c
a
n

O
F
 
C
O
L
L
E
G
E
 
A
D
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
S
 
A
V
E
R
A
G
E
 
F
O
R

P
U
B
L
I
C
 
A
C
A
D
E
M
I
C
 
H
I
G
H
 
S
C
H
O
O
L
 
G
R
A
D
U
A
T
E
S

N
o

A
n
s
w
e
r

T
o
t
a
l

B
Y

L
a
t
i
n

A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n

E
T
H
N
I
C
 
I
D
E
N
T
I
F
I
C
A
T
I
O
N

E
T
H
N
I
C
 
I
D
E
N
T
I
F
I
C
A
T
I
O
N

B
l
a
c
k

O
r
i
e
n
t
a
l

W
h
i
t
e

a
n
d
 
O
t
h
e
r

8
5
%
 
a
n
d
 
O
v
e
r

1
9
7
1

1
0
.
6

1
8
.
2

6
.
4

2
6
.
6

3
6
.
2

2
0
.
0

2
2
.
3

1
9
7
0

(
5
.
9
)

(
3
.
9
)

(
4
.
2
)

(
2
6
.
3
)

(
2
9
.
9
)

(
2
3
.
4
)

(
2
1
.
8
)

8
0
-
8
4
.
9
% 1
9
7
1

1
4
.
3

1
8
.
2

9
.
6

1
7
.
5

2
0
.
4

1
6
.
7

1
6
.
2

1
9
7
0

(
1
0
.
5
)

(
1
9
.
5
)

(
8
.
5
)

(
1
8
.
7
)

(
1
9
.
8
)

(
1
7
.
8
)

(
1
6
.
9
)

7
5
-
7
9
.
9
% 1
9
7
1

2
4
.
0

2
3
.
7

1
9
.
3

2
0
.
6

1
5
.
6

1
3
.
1

2
0
.
4

1
9
7
0

(
2
3
.
7
)

(
2
8
.
1
)

(
1
6
.
4
)

(
2
0
.
6
)

(
2
0
.
0
)

(
2
0
.
3
)

(
2
0
.
4
)

7
0
-
7
4
.
9
% 1
9
7
1

2
9
.
5

2
3
.
8

3
2
.
0

2
1
.
2

1
5
.
0

1
8
.
9

2
3
.
3

1
9
7
0

(
3
5
.
6
)

(
2
5
.
5
)

(
3
1
.
8
)

(
2
0
.
6
)

(
1
7
.
1
)

(
2
0
.
0
)

(
2
2
.
8
)

L
e
s
s
 
T
h
a
n
 
7
0
%

1
9
7
1

2
1
.
6

1
6
.
1

2
2
.
7

1
4
.
0

1
2
.
6

3
1
.
3

1
7
.
9

1
9
7
0

(
2
4
.
2
)

(
2
3
.
0
)

(
"
1
9
.
0
)

(
1
3
.
8
)

(
1
3
.
2
)

(
1
8
.
4
)

(
1
8
.
1
)

1
9
7
1

T
o
t
a
l
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

1
0
0
.
.
:
)

1
0
0
.
0

.
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
N

3
,
1
1
7

1
,
1
5
7

.
,
8
5
5

2
3
,
6
2
7

2
,
3
8
7

5
0
3

3
6
,
6
4
6

1
9
7
0

T
o
t
a
l
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
 
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
N

(
2
,
7
3
6
)

(
7
8
8
)

(
4
,
9
4
3
)

(
2
7
,
0
9
4
)

(
2
,
1
3
3
)

(
3
,
7
0
9
)

(
4
1
,
4
0
3
)



- 38 -

year, and a general decrease in all other average groups. Black graduates,

while under-represented, showed 64.7% with averages below 75%, a decrease,

however, of 6.1% from last year. Sixteen percent of Black students had

averages above 80% compared to the 12.7% last year. White students remained

stable in :heir distribution by grade category, but the "Oriental and Other"

category showed the same trends as Black, Puerto Rican and Latin American

graduates, an increase in the higher averages and a decrease in the lower

averages. Ethnic groups in public vocational high schools, Table 3-12, did

not show as consistent a change as the public academic schools, but some

trends did appear. The percentage of students with averages under 70% in-

creased to 24.4% from 19.8% last year, a trend that held for each ethnic

group except "Oriental and Other." Puerto Rican, Latin American and Black

graduates showed decreases in the number of students with averages above

85%, of 1.3%, 14.0% and 0.2% respectively, and showed increases in the

percentage of students with averages below 70%, an increase of 10.0% for

Puerto Ricans, 16.9% for Latin Americans and 6.8% for Blacks.

As for non-public high school graduates, in Table 3-13, there were no

changes in the total column, but there were some interesting changes intern-

ally. Latin American graduates showed a 13.0% decrease from last year in

the over 85% category but a 17.1% increase in the 80-84.9% category, and

Black respondents showed a decrease of 2.4% from last: year in the over 85%

category and a decrease of 5.3% from last year in the 80-34.9% category.

For the low average categories both ethnic groups showed larger propor-

tions than last year, with the greatest change occurring in the 70-74.9%

category, 15.9% this year from 9.8% last year for Latin Americans and 33.5%

this year from 24.0% last year for Blacks. Both Puerto Rican and White

respondents showed similar patterns as last year, with 44.1% of Puerto

Ricans and with 59.1% of White graduates having an average above 80%.

"Criental and Other" had 75.4%, a 4.4% increase from last year, of their

60
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graduates with averageq over 80%.

For all three types of schools then, Blacks appear to have had lower

averages than Puerto Ricans and, as last year, Latin Americans generally

earned higher grades than Puerto Ricans or Blacks.

The proportion of students having college admissions averages of 80%

and above or less than 70% are shown by ethnic breakdown in Table 3-14.

Puerto Rican respondents exW.bited an increase in the proportion of students

with averages above 80%, .280 this year to .238 last year, as well as a

smaller increase in the under 70% category, from .178 to .183 this year.

This shift as matched by the Blacks' decreases in both categories, a .014

decrease to .307 this ye'r in the under 70% category and a small .005

decrease to .166 this year in the 80% and above category.

White students maintained the same proportion for both years, .496,

in the high grade category and showed a neglible .004 decrease to .094 this

year in the low grade category. Latin American graduates had a .083 increase

to .383 this yeal: in the above 80% category and a small .024 decrease to

.140 this year in the under 70% category. "Oriental and Other" also showed

an increase in the high grade category but remained stable in the low grade

category.

In trying to derive an estimate of the minimum number cf students who

will make up the potential college pool, we based Table 3-15 upon high college

admissions average students. These students were included because they,

rather than low average students, were more likely to meet the entrance

requirements of private colleges. In analyzing this source of students by

ethnic identification, each minority group showed an increase in the proportion

of students with high grades, the largest increase (2.3%) occurring for Puerto

Ricans. Blacks, a group seriously underestimated in the study, still showed
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a slight increase of 0.6% from last year. White graduates, however, showed

a decrease (f 4.8% from last year. We would now estimate, as a minimum

number, 5,766 non-Whites in the college pool compared to 4,323 last year.

This number, while greater than last year, still represents a small popula-

tion and, as stated last year, if schools wish to recruit increased numbers

of minority groups, students with lower averages have to be considered.

Type of High School
y Parental Income and Average

In comparir3 income distribution by type of high schools, there were

some changes from the proportions seen last year. With the exception of non-

public schools, both public academic schools and public vocational schools

showed slight increases in the percentage of students reporting incomes of

under $5,000 per year. Table 3-16 showed that for public academic schools,

those students with incomes of under $5,000 represented 17.8%, an increase of

3.3% from last year, and public vocational schools, in Table 3-17, reported

38.5% with under $5,000, an increase of 1.1% from last year. Both schools,

however, also reported increases in the over $10,000 category. Public

academic schools listed 42.6%, a 3.6% increase :rom last year, with incomes

over $10,000, and public vocational schools showed a 4.7% increase from 11.2%

last year in this category. Non-public schools, in Table 3-18, still showed

the smallest percentage of students in the under $5,000 category, 9.0%, and

now showed that 50.0% of all students reported incomes of over $10,000, an

increase of 7.6% from last year.

Looking at the estimate of reported income for college admissions

average by public academic high schools, in Table 3-19, in definite relation°

ship between income and grades is evident -- the higher the income, the higher
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the grades. For example, 26-3' of the students with incomes of less than

$3,700 earned grades of less than 70%, while only 9.2% of the students with

incomes over $15,000 reported such averages. While this trend was the same

as last year, there were noticeable differences. For those students with

incomes under $3,700, the 26.3% who had averages below 70% showed a 6.1%

decrease from last year and the 13.72 who had averages above 85% showed a

5.1% increase from last year. The reported income levels of $10,000 to

$12,499 and $12,500 to $14,999 showed increases in the proportion of

students with averages above 852 and ctlow 70%.

Table 3-20 does not show as regular a trend as public academic

schools, but public vocational schools did show that each income level

had a higher proportion of students with averages below 70% than with aver-

ages above E5:. For the high income category of $15,000, there was a sub-

stantial increase in the low average category: last year only 6.1% of these

students reported an average of less than 70% compared to 26.3% this year.

Generally, the income level as reported in public vocational schools ex-

hibited a less marked association with grade levels than in public academic

schools.

Table 3-21 for non-public schools also shows a distribution not greatly

affected by income, with at least 49.0% of students earning averages above 80%

for all income levels. There was, however, a tendency for the high income

groups to have slightly greater representation in the high average categories.

For example, the $3,700 level had 50.9% and the $12,500 to $14,999 had 62.8%

with averages above 80%. As compared with last year's data, the under $3,700

income level and the $3,700 to $4,999 level showed increases in the above 85%

average group and decreases in the below 70% group.
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Chapter IV

The Post-Secondary School Status of

New York High School Graduates

Having examined in Chapter III some of the trends in the various

high schools by grade category and other variables, we shall now attempt

to estimate the educational status of the graduates. We shall try to

see if they are enrolled in some form of educational institution, where

they are going and why, and if they are not going to college, why not.

Post-Secondary Status
F. 11Tyne of High School

Table 4-1 shows that 73.0% of New York. City high school graduates

1

are full-time students at some form of educational institution, this rate

of full-time college attendance being a 2.7% decrease from last year. In

conjunction with this decrease was the higher number of graduates in the

"did not apply" category, now 13.0% compared to 11.8% last year, and the

greater proportion of students in the "accepted not registered"

category, 7.8% this year from 5.7% last year. While these aggregates had

relatively small deviations from last year, greater fluctuations were

apparent within each type of school. Vocational schools lichibited a

marked decrease in full-time students, 53.6% this year from 67.0 %

last year and disclosed a corresponding increase in non-application

rates (21.4% currently from 5.6%). The proportions of those students

who were accepted but not registered increased slightly for both public

academic and non-public high schools, 1.9% and 2.8% respectively. In

both schools there was a decrease, although not as marked as in public
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vocational schools, in full-time students.

Post-Secondary Status
tat College Admissions Average

In examining the "did not apply" group in Table 4-2, we notice

a shift in proportions between the two studies for each average group,

but we can still say that for high averages (80% and above) there is a

smaller non-application rate than exhibited by the low average students.

The smaller non-application rates in the 85% admissions category and in

the 80-84.9% admissions category, decreases of 0.5% and 1.5% respectively

from last year, were contrasted with the increases in non-application

rates in the under 70% category, the 70-74.9% category, and ia the

75-79.9% category, increascs of 4.2%, 1.8% and 3.0% respectively from

last year.

In addition, corresponding trends were indicated for full-time

students: the higher the academic average, the greater the proportion

of students attending college full-time. While these patterns were the

same as last year, the under 70% category now showed less than 50.0%

of its respondents as full-time students, a figure that might reflect

the underestimation in the sample estimates. The largest change in

full-time enrollments occurred for the 75-79.9% and 70-74.9% categories,

decreases Ccom last year of 5.3% and 5.1% respectively.

A third pattern in the data again was consistent with the other

two trends--the lower the average, the greater the proportion of those

who were "accepted not registered."

Post -econdary Status
by Diploma

College status is'also related to the kind of high school diploma
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received, as is shown in Table 4-3. For full-time students, those

with academic diplomas showed the largest percentage in attendance, 84.7%,

yet this was a 3.2% decrease from last year. With the exception of

general diplomas, all other diplo::a categories showed a decrease in full-

time students, the greatest decline occurring in the vocational diploma

category (from 65.2% last year to 49.4% this year). Associated with this,

data indicated that students with vocational diplomas in the "did not

apply" category showed an increase to 23.4% now, from 5.9% last year.

Certificate holders also exhibited an increase in this category, from

29.4% last year to 38.3% this year. Further, students granted certificates

showed the lowest full-time attendance rate, 8.8%--a decrease of 9.6% from

last year--and the highest accepted did not register rate, 43.4%, a 31.7%

increase from last year. For three diploma categories, vocational,

commercial and certificate, more than 50.0% of all graduates were not in

some form of post-secondary school, while exactly the reverse is true

in academic, technical and general diploma categories.

Post -Secondary Status
kt Sex

Keeping in mind that the number of wtmea in the study is approxi-

mately double the number of men, we see some significant changes in

college attendance rates. The number of full-time students, in Table 4-4,

for males decreased from 83.4% to 75.8% this year, and increased for

women from 69.8% to 71.6% this year. These changes diminish the difference

apparent in last year's study for the college-going rate by sex, a

difference reduced from 13.6% to 4.2% this year. Part of the change can

be attributed to the "did not apply" category and the "accepted not

registered" category. For males, the non-application rate rose from 5.1%
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to 10.9% this year, while females showed a decrease from 17.1% to

14.2%. Both sexes showed slight increases in the "accepted not

registered" categories, an increase of 1.7% for males and 2.2% for

females.

Students Who Did Not Apply

The data presented show.a s t' 1.2% increase :from last year

in the overall figure for those students who did not apply, and we

have noticed some distinct variations when that group was analyzed by

certain variables. This section shall now review the respondents'

reasons for not applying to college for the variables: college

admissions average, type of high school, diploma and sex. Generally,

regardless of variable, the most important reasons for non-application

are the same as last year--"wanted a job," "did not want college,"

"could not afford," and "tired of school."

Students Who Did Not Apply
By. Type of High School

The reasons for not applying to college show relatively minor

change from-last year. Table 4-5 indicates that the largest change

occurred in public vocational schools, where 15.3%, a 7.2% increase

from last year, listed "did not want college" as the second most frequent

reason for not applying to college. The largest proportion of respondents

from public vocational schools (18.3%) listed "wanted a job" as the

prime reason for non-application, a change frOm last year where "could

neat afford" represented the largest group of respondents. This year

"could not afford" represented 14.5% compared to 20.5% last year, while

"tired of school" remained relatively stable. It should be noted that
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only in public vocational schools did the category of "grades not

high enough" occur as one of the four most important reasons for not

applying to college.

In public academic schools, "wanted a job" showed a small decrease

of 0.5% from last year; though it was still the most important reason

for both years. "Did not want college" increased slightly, 0.9% from

last year, and "tired of school" reme.ned stable. The third most

important category was "could not afford," a slight 1.0% increase from

last year, and a change in position from being the fourth category.

Where "wanted a job" represented the largest number of respondents

for public academic and vocational schools, non-public schools answered

"did not want college" with 21.8%, immediately followed by 21.7%

answering "wanted a job"--a reversal from last year--and showing decreases

of 1.2% and 3.3% respectively. Further changes were manifested in the

"tired of school" category which had a decrease of 4.4% from last year

to this and "could not afford" had an increase of 1.6% from last year to

this for the non-public schools.

If "wanted a job" is seen as being associated, in some part, with

financial difficulties, and if the category of "could not afford" is

considered an accurate representation of financial hardship, the gap

between a lack of desire for higher education--"tired of school" and

"did not want college"--and financial barriers to college is not as
r.

clearcut as presented last year. This suggests that many financial

barriers may still exist for those students who did not apply to college,

when those students are examined by type of high school graduated from.
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Students Who Did Not Apply
a College Admissions Average

The data in Table 4-6 indicate that 26.0%--a 3.0% increase from

last year--of students with averages above 85%, listed "did not want col-

lege" compared to 15.1%--a 0.3% increase from last year--for the less

than 70% group. The most frequent reason listed, and the only admissions

average category showing an increase for this reason, "wanted a job"

represented 18.9% for the under 70% group, a 3.1% increase from last

year. All other admissions average categories showed decreases, of

5.8% for the 85% and over, of 5.3% for the 80-84.9% category, of 2.5%

for the 75-79.9% category, and of 1.8% for the 70-74.9% category. For

all averages, except 80-84.9%, "could not afford" is the third most

frequent reason listed for not applying to college. "Could not afford"

increased by 3.8% to 12.4% this year for the 85% and over category, and

by 3.5% to 8.8% this year for the 80-84.9% category, while the other

admissions average categories shifted by either 0.5% or 1.7%. There was

a marked split by averages, however, for the most important reason--for

the high averages it was "did not want college;"yet "wanted a job" was

the most frequent reason listed for the low averages.

Students Who Did Not Apply ....

laDiploma

With the exception of those respondents awarded a certificate, Table

4-7 shows that for each category of diploma respondents answered "wanted

a job" as the most important reason for non-application. The most imnortant

reason listed by certificate holders was "grades not high enough," 24.2%,

a 7.7% increase from last year, and the second most frequent reason

8 f
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TABLE 4-7

ESTIMATES OF THE REASONS FOR NOT APPLYING TO COLLEGE
BY THE TYPE OF DIPLOMA RECEIVED

REASONS
FOR NOT
APPLYING Academic Technical

TYPE OF DIPLOMA RECEIVED

Certificate TotalGeneral Vocational Commercial

Could Not Afford
1971 10.0 17.3 13.7 14.6 8.8 14.6 11.6
1970 (10.0) - (11.3) (24.7) (6.4) (29.7) (10.2)

Grades Not High
Enough

1971 4.2 2.9 10.6 8.0 6.0 24.2 7.5
1970 (5.1) - (8.7) (9.4) (2.9) (16.5) (6.5)

Did Not Want
College

1971 19.2 10.8 16.8 14.0 21.5 5.7 18.2
1970 (17.4) (26.5) (16.0) (6.8) (23.9) (13.1) (18.1)

-Took Wrong Course°
1971 2.4 4.2 5.0 10.9 4.5 3.4 4.7
1970 (2.0) (6.9) (7.2) (5.5) (10.9) (5.5)

Wanted To Marry
1971 5.7 4.2 3.8 6.4 5.5 5.0
1970 (4.6) - (3.7) (2.2) (5.8) (4.4)

Wanted A Job
1971 19.9 23.5 18.0 16.0 24.0 15.9 20.0
1970 (22.2) (26.5) (19.4) (18.1) (26.1) (21.6)

Parents Did Not Want
1971 1.7 1.2 1.3 1.7 3.4 1.5
1970 (1.2) (0.4) (1.3) - (0.8)

Military Service
1971 0.4 16.2 1.3 3.6 0.5 11.0 1.4
1970 (1.6) (1.3) (8.4) 0.8) (13.1) (1.5)

Tired of School
1971 11.2 11.1 10.0 6.1 12.8 2.8 10.7
1970 (13.3) (26.5) (10.7) (8.3) (15.2) (12.3)

Family Emergency
1971 2.4 2.9 1.3 2.0 1.8 1.8
1970 (1.5) (2.4) (1.7) (0.5) (3.4) (1.7)

College Tuo Hard
1971 4.2 1.9 7.2 7.4 4.8 16.2 5.8
1970 (6.1) (11.6) (3.8) (5.2) (13.1) (8.5)

Travel Too Hard
1971 0.2 0.5 0.9 1.1 0.6
1970 (0.6) (0.8) (0.3) (0.6)

Other
1971 18.5 4.8 10.5 8.7 6.9 2.8 11.21970 (14.3) (20.6) (6.8) (9.4) (6.1) (8.4)

1971
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Estimated N 5,455 ' 360 7,700 1,984 6,042 246 21,787

1970
Total Percent (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)Estimated N (4,854) (31) (10,114) (521) (5,285) (153) (20,958)
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listed was "college too hard," 16.2%, a 3.1% increase from last year.

The only other respondents to list either of these categories among the

four most important reasons were those holding general diplomas, and they

listed "grades not high enough," 10.6%.

The second most frequent reasons for not applying to college

showed interesting variations across diploma categories. Academic

diploma students, showing a slight increase of 1.8%, still listed "did

not want college" as the second reason and so do the categories of

general (16.8% this year to 16.0% last year) and commercial diploma

students (21.5% this year, a decrease from 23.9% last year). Holders

of technical diplomas, however, listed this category as their fifth

choice, 10.8%, when it was listed as most important last year by 26.5% of

the respondents, and now listed "could not afford," 17.3%, as their

second most important reason--a category not mentioned last year For

those respondents with vocational degrees, "could not afford" was listed

as the second most frequent response category, but it was a decrease of

10.1% from last' year.

As with college admissions average and type of high school graduated

from, though not as distinct, there was a tendency for the type of diploma

awarded to influence the respondents' reasons for not attending college.

Students Who Did Not Applya Sex

In Table 4-8 the proportion of males listing "did not want college"

increased from 12.2% last year to 15.4% this year, and became the second

most frequent reason listed for not applying to college. "Wanted a job."

represented 18.0% of male respondents, a 1.4% increase from last year, and

87



T
A
B
L
E
 
4
-
8

R
E
A
S
O
N
S

F
O
R
 
N
O
T

M
a
l
e

E
S
T
I
M
A
T
E
S

N
O
TB
Y

O
F
 
T
H
E

A
P
P
L
Y
I
N
G
 
T
O

S
E
X
 
D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N

F
e
m
a
l
e R
E
A
S
O
N
S
 
F
O
R

C
O
L
L
E
G
E

S
E
X
 
D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N

T
o
t
a
l

N
o
 
A
n
s
w
e
r

A
P
P
L
Y
I
N
G

1
9
7
1

1
9
7
0

1
9
7
1

1
9
7
0

1
9
7
1

1
9
7
0

1
9
7
1

1
9
7
0

C
o
u
l
d
 
N
o
t
 
A
f
f
o
r
d

1
1
.
1

(
1
3
.
8
)

1
1
.
7

(
9
.
5
)

2
1
.
1

(
7
.
8
)

1
1
.
6

(
1
0
.
2
)

G
r
a
d
e
s
 
N
o
t
,
H
i
g
h

8
.
5

(
1
0
.
6
)

7
.
2

(
5
.
6
)

(
3
.
9
)

7
.
5

(
6
.
5
)

E
n
o
u
g
h

D
i
d
 
N
o
t
 
W
a
n
t

1
5
.
4

(
1
2
.
2
)

1
9
.
2

(
1
9
.
2
)

3
6
.
8

(
2
6
.
6
)

1
8
.
2

(
1
8
.
1
)

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

T
o
o
k
 
W
r
o
n
g
 
C
o
u
r
s
e
s

5
.
7

(
7
.
1
)

4
.
3

(
5
.
0
)

2
1
.
1

(
6
.
8
)

4
.
7

(
5
.
5
)

::t
W
a
n
t
e
d
 
T
o
 
M
a
r
r
y

2
.
4

(
1
.
0
)

5
.
9

(
5
.
1
)

(
6
.
0
)

5
.
0

(
4
.
4
)

W
a
n
t
e
d
 
A
 
J
o
b

1
8
.
0

(
1
6
.
6
)

2
0
.
8

(
2
2
.
8
)

(
2
1
.
6
)

2
0
.
0

(
2
1
.
6
)

c
o
0
0

P
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
D
i
d
 
N
o
t

0
.
7

(
0
.
2
)

1
.
8

(
1
.
0
)

(
0
.
7
)

1
.
5

(
0
.
8
)

W
a
n
t

M
i
l
i
t
a
r
y
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e

4
.
1

(
6
.
0
)

0
.
4

(
0
.
5
)

(
1
.
1
)

1
.
4

(
1
.
5
)

T
i
r
e
d
 
o
f
 
S
c
h
o
o
l

1
0
.
0

(
1
1
.
6
)

1
0
.
9

(
1
2
.
5
)

IM
F

(
1
1
.
4
)

1
0
.

(
1
2
.
3
)

F
a
m
i
l
y
 
E
m
e
r
g
e
n
c
y

2
.
5

(
1
.
1
)

1
.
5

(
1
.
9
)

1
.
8

(
1
.
7
)

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
T
o
o
 
H
a
r
d

7
.
3

(
1
0
.
1
)

5
.
3

(
8
.
1
)

(
8
.
8
)

5
.
8

(
8
.
5
)

T
r
a
v
e
l
 
T
o
o
 
H
a
r
d

0
.
1

(
1
.
1
)

0
.
7

(
0
.
4
)

2
1
.
1

(
1
.
3
)

0
.
6

(
0
.
6
)

O
t
h
e
r

1
4
.
0

(
8
.
6
)

1
0
.
1

(
8
.
4
)

(
3
.
9
)

1
1
.
2

(
8
.
4
)

T
o
t
a
l
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

1
0
0
.
0

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

1
0
0
.
0

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

1
0
0
.
0

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

1
0
0
.
0

(
1
0
0
.
0
)

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
N

5
,
8
1
3

(
3
,
9
0
1
)

1
5
,
9
4
2

(
1
6
,
4
6
8
)

2
7

(
5
8
9
)

2
1
,
7
8
7

(
2
0
,
9
5
8
)



yf

jjz

G.

-67-

was stillthe most rrequent reason listed. "Could not afford" showed

a 2.7% decrease from the 13.8% listed last year, a shift to third most

frequent category from the second. Women exhibited the same order of

reasons as males this year, but the order showed two changes from last

year. "Could not afford" increased from 9.5% to 11.7% and became the

third most frequent reason listed whereas it was fourth last year, and

"tired of school" decreased to 10.9% from 12.5% last year. "Wanted a job"

was still the most frequent response for women, but it showed a decrease

of 2.0% from last year, while the second most frequent reason "did not

want college" remained constant at 19.2%.

Institution Attended for Full-Time Students

Table 4-9 provides the analysis for full-time students of what

type of post-secondary institution the respondents are attending.

Earlier data indicated that 73.0% of all New York City high school

graduates were enrolled in some form of post-secondary institution, and

that a small number of part-time students were also enrolled. Owing to

the small number of part-timej,students, the follPwing analysis is provided

only for full-time students.

When these data were compared with last year, the proportion of

full-time students enrolled in all four-year or two-year colleges was

relatively stable--67.9% this year compared to 68.8% last year list

four-year colleges and 26.6% last year to 25.6% this year list two-year

colleges. Recalling the extent to which we overestimated the four-year

enrollment and underestimated the two-year enrollment at CUNY, we shall

generally refer to the total figure for both levels of colleges which more

closely approximated the population.
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,,'. Institution Attended for Full-Time Students ...____--

DILITYpe of High, School

V

Disregarding the two-and four-year distinctions, even though

they are presented for reference, we see in Table 4-10 that public

vocational schools sent the highAt proportion of students to CUNY,

79.3%, but showed a decrease of 3.4% from last year. While public

academic and non-public schools sent greater proportions of students
O

to CUNY than last year, an increase of 4.6% for public academic schools

and of 2.7% for non-public schools, non-public schools sent a slightly

higher proportion of graduates to private schools in New York City,

27.1% this year compared with 25.6% last year. Private schools in New

York City, however, showed slight decreases in attendance rates for the

graduates of public academic and public vocational schools, decreases

of 1.3% and 2.5% respectively.

Of the three school categoriei only public academic showed a

decrease in the number of graduates attending a SUNY institution--8.3%

this year fiom.9.5% last year; public vocational showed a 2.9% increase

and non-public schools showed a minor 0.4% increase. Those studerits going

to a college outside New York State also showed decreased attendance

rates for graduates of public academic schools and of non-public schools

(of 4.6% and 1.1% respectively) while public vocational schools

exhibited an increase in attendance of 1.8% from last year.

Institution Attended for Full-Time Students
IL Sex

While Table 4-11 indicates that the number of females registered

at CUNY has remained stable (66.5% this year to 66.0% last year), the
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proportion of males increased from 62.0% to 68.2% this year. Associated

with the increase at CUNY, the percentage of males in attendance

decreased for private schools in New York City, private schools in New

York State end for schools outside of New York State, decreases of 3.6%,

0.9%, and 1.8% respectively, while remaining stable for SUNY. On the

other hand, the proportion of women increased in private schools in New

York City (from 15.2% to 17.3% this year), decreased at SUNY (from 7.3%

to 6.6%), remained stable or private schools in New York State (4.8%

this year and 4.9% last year) and decreased for schools outside New

York State (from 6.4% last year to 4.7% this year).

Institution Attended for Full-Time Students
Ay. College Admissions Average

In Table 4-12, with the exception of the college admissions average

category of under 70%, the lower the average the greater the proportion

of students Am were attending CUNY. All categories, including the

less than 70% category, were sending more full-time graduates to CUNY than

last year, and only the 85% and over group was sending lest; than 65.0% of

its graduates to CUNY. The high average category of 85% and over also had

decreases from last year is the proportion of students enrolled at

SUNY (by 2.3%), at private schools in New York State (by 0.3%) and at

schools outside New York State (by 2.6%), while increasing the proportion

at private schools in New York City (by 2.8%). The 80-84.9% category

was the only other category to show an increase in private New York City

schools, an increase of 1.2%. The other categories, 75-79.9%, 70-74.9%,

and under 70%, decreased by 2.0%, 3.9% and 1.4% respectively. The.80-84.9%

also had increased enrollment at private New York State schools, while
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all other categories had decreases. All admissions average categories

showed decreases in the attendance rates for schools outside New York

State, with the greatest percentage change occurring in the two high

average categories of 85% and 80-84.9%, decreases of 2.6g and 3.0%

respectively.

Institution Attended for Full-Time Students
ky. Diploma

For each diploma type in Table 4-13, omitting for the moment

certificates, there was an increase in the proportion of students

attending a CUNY institution. Sixty-two percent of the graduates

holding academic diplomas went to a CUNY institution, a 3.0% increase

from last year, technical diplomas increased to 68.6% from 65.6%,

general diplomas increased to 86.4% from 79.3%, vocational diplomas

increased to 86.4% from 84.5% and holders of commercial diplomas

increased to 86.9% from 84.0%. Holders of certificates were in attendance

at only two types of institutions, "CUNY other" and "outside New York

State," evenly split with 50.0% in each category with the exception of

academic diploma holders, the other diploma categories all showed

increases in the proportion of gradates, .ttcnding SUNY--5.8% for

technical diploma holders, 0.8% for general diploma holders, 1.9% for

vocational diploma holders and 1.1% for commercial diploma holders.

Academic diploma holders decreased in the number sent to SUNY by 1.1%.

Those full-time students who received academic diplomas were the only

ones to exhibit an increase, though slight, in attendance at private

schools in New York City (a 0.9% increase); all nther diploma holders

showed a decrease in the proportion of students enrolled there. 'Both

96
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private schools within and outside New York State generally exhibited

a decrease in enrollment by diploma categories, the exceptions being

technical diploma holders in private New York State schools (with an

increase'of 0.6%), and holders of vocational diplomas going to schools

outside New York State (with an increase of 1.6%).

Reasons for Enrolling

Once it was established that the student was enrolled in a post-

secondary institution, he was asked the reason for attending a college

or other institution. The results of this question are examined by

different variables in the following sections.

Reasons for Enroll/a&
Type, of College Attended

While the most important reason for selecting a school remained the

same, "good reputation,!' there are interesting variations by school

attended, as seen in Table 4-14. With. the exception of CUNY, all other

schools listed good reputation as the most important reason, while CUNY

listed'"inexpensive," with 25.0%, as the prime reason for enrollment.

As last year, but with a decrease of 2.2%, private schools outside New

York State listed "away from home" as the second most frequent response,

while "special programs" was listed,as second most important reason by

private schools in New York State (14.6% this year compared to 12.6% last

year), and private schools in New York City (17.6% this year from 18.2%

last year).

CUNY's listing of "inexpensive" as the most important reason for

enrollment was a 1.2% increase from last year. The second most frequent
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TABLE 4-14

ESTIMATES OF THE REASONS FOR ENROLLING
IN A COLLECE FOR FULL-TIME STUDENTS

BY THE TYPE OF SCHOOL ATTENDING

,..'REASONS Private Private Outoide
FOR N.Y. N.Y. N.Y. No
ENROLLING CUNY SUNY City State _State Answer Total

Good Reputation
1971 17.3 21.3 28.9 24.7 25.0 23.6 20.2
1970 (19.1) (23.3) (24.5) (24.9) (22.6) (14.1) (20.6)

TYPE OF SCHOOL ATTENDING

Inexpensive
1971
1970

Near Home

25.0 20.1 5.4 5.0 3.8 6.9 19.3
(23.8) (20.3) (3.6) (3.8) (5.4) (15.5) (18.5)

i

1971 20.8 5.6 16.0 10.3 5.2 9.0 17.5
1970 (20.5) (5.1) (20.7) (9.8) (4.3) (17.6) A17.6)

Friends Go There
1971
1970

Parents Wanted It
1971
1970

Away From Home
1971
1970

Special Program
1971
1970

Financial Aid
1971
1970

Only Acceptance
1971
1970

It Was Suggested
1971
1970

Other

.

'. 7

4.2 1.0 2.4 2.2 0.4 10,1 3.4
(4.4) (1.3) (2.3) (1.9) (1.8) (1:0)1 (3.6)

...

-- 4
,.. 1,

2.7 1.8 3.5 4.3 5.3 5.1 I
r

3.0
(3.7) (2.5) (4.6) (4.4) (2.8) (4.3)79,,, (3.7)

re

0.8 21.1 1.9 14.4 22.4 13.4 4.3
(0.8) (21.7) (1.7) (16.1) (24.6) (7.8) (5.0)

11.2 13.0 17.6 14.6 15.0 14.8 12.8
(10.2) (11.9) (18.2) (12,6) (14.6) (14.6) (11.9)

3.0 5.2 11.3 12.8 9.1
(2.8) (3.6) (10.1) (8.6) (8.1)

5.5 2.3
(4.3) (1.4)

3.8 3.0
(4.8) (3.2)

2.6 5.2
(6.2) (4.5)

0.8 0.7 1.7 7.6
(1.4) (1.8) (1.5) (5.7)

5.4 5.8 5.0 7.7
(5.4) (6.3) (4.7) (2.6)

4.1
(3.4)

4.2
(4.8)

1971 5.8 5.4 6.9 5.3 7.3 7.2 6.0
1970 (5.6) (5.7) (7.3) (9.6) (9.6) (10.6) (6.4)

1971
Total Percent
Estimated N

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
85,307 9,018 20,557 5,739 7,236 850 128,707

1970
Total Percent (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)
Estimated N (85,344) (10,255) (17,338) (6,089) (9,267) (1,534) (129,827)



-78-

response, "near home," of 20.8%, was almost the same as last year's

20.5%. The third most frequent response was "good reputation," a reason

which showed a slight decrease from last year (19.1% last year to 17.3%

this year).

As with CUNY, SUNY continued to list "inexpensive" as an important

reason for students (20.1% this year compared to 20.3% last year), but

it was slightly less important than the fact that the school was away

from home (21.1% currently, to 21.7% last year).

Finally, "financial aid" was listed as one of the four major

reasons for enrolling in a college by those attending private schools

in New York City, New York State and outside New York State, each showing

increases from last year of 1.2%, 4.2% and 1.0% respectively, while CUNY

and SUNY students did not find it as important a consideration.

Reasons for Enrolling
BIType of High School

Regardless of the type of school the respondent graduated from,

we see from Table 4-15 that "good reputation" was the most frequent

response, 20.2%;followed by "inexpensive," 19.3%, "near home," 17.5%, and

"special program," 12.8%. With varying percentage changes these

proportions were in the same order as last year.

The data for the individual high school categories showed that "good

reputation" was listed by both public academic and non-public schools as

the primary response category, 19.6% for public academic and 21.8% for

non-public schools (figures that show a slight decrease from last year).

Public vocational graduates, however, continued to show "special programs"

as the most important reason for enrolling in a post-secondary institution,
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19.9% this year from 19.4% last year, and these graduates then listed

"good reputation" with i7.3% this year from 15.0% last year. As a

second reason both public academic and public vocational school graduates

listed "inexpensive," both increasing slightly from the proportions shown

last year--from 18.7% to 19.5% this year for public academic and from

19.2% to 20.0% this year for non-public schools. The closeness in public

academic schools of the first two reasons listed for selecting a school- -

19.6% and 19.5%--suggest that it may not be accurate to consider one as

more important than the other. Generally, the graduates' reasons for

enrolling in an educational institution showed little deviation from

last year.

Reasons for Enrolling
12x Sex

Table 4-16 analyzes the graduates' reasons for enrolling at a

school or college by sex and suggests that there is little difference by

sex. Women listed "good reputation" as their first preference, with

20.4% or a 0.4% increase from last year, and "inexpensive" as their second

choice, with 18.9% or a 0.9% increase from last year. Men listed both

reasons as most important, each having 20.0%, but "good reputation" had a

1.3% decrease from last year and "inexpensive" had a 1.1% increase

from last year. While "near home" was the third most important reason for

both males and females, each with 17.5%, the percentage represented a

0.6% increase from last year for males and a 0.7% decrease from la:3t year

for females. "Special programs" was fourth choice for both sexes and

each showed a small increase from last year. There thus appeared to be

only minor variations in percentage between sexes.
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Reasons for Enrolling
it College Admissions Average

Some definite trends are evident when we look at the reasons for

enrolling by college admigionahverage even though there appears to be

no large shift between years. Table 4-17 first shows that the high

averages were more likely'to list "good reputation" as a reason than were

the low average students., For example, 13.3% of those graduates with

averages below 70% listM "good reputation," while 24.6% of those

graduhtes with averages; above 85% listed this reason.

Although there was a slight 0.4% decrease from last year's 19.2%,

graduates with averages of 85% and over listed "inexpensive" as the

second most frequent response; all other average groups, and all having

larger proportions than last year, listed "inexpensive" as the prime

reason for enrolling in a college or school. Those students with

averages of 70% or below listed "inexpensive" and "near home" in

identical proportions of 16.8%, both categories increasing from last

year, by 1.1% for "near home" and 3.1% for "inexpensive." "Near home,"

increasing for most groups, was the third most important reason listed

for all categories. This year, as last year, the lower the average the

larger the proportion that listed "it was suggested," "only acceptance,"

and "special program."
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Chapter V

Application Choice and Current Enrollment

of the 'New York City High School Graduate

This chapter indicates the type of educational institutions the

graduates applied to and the type of educational institution they are

presently enrolled in by the variables--type of high school attended,
A

sex, college admissions average and type of dipldma received.

College Choice
BEIERE of High School

The first choice institutions of students enrolled full-time in

some form of post-secondary school are shown in Table 5-1 for the type

of high school graduated from. The majority of all enrolled students

(56.7%) maintained their first choice was CUNY, representing only a

negligible drop from last year. Other first choice institutions selected

were private New York City (11.1%, a decrease of 3.6% from last year),

SUNY (9.8%, a decrease of 1.0%), outside New York State (8.4%, a

decrease of 1.2%) and private New York State (6.3%, a 0.6% increase over

last year).

Of those students attending college, 60.3% of all public academic

students, 66.7% of all public vocational students and 48.7% of all

non-public students selected CUNY as a first choice, compared with

58.3%, 81.3%, and 48.5% respectively for last year's students. There

was a change this year, too, in the order of those high school graduates

who considered a private institution in New York City as their first

choice. Least likely to consider it were public academic students--6.9%,

1
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a drop of 2.9% from last year--followed by public vocational, this year

up to 8.1% from the 7.4% of last year. Non-public students were most

likely to choose private schools in New York City this year as well as

last, though the current 18.4% represents a decrease of 6.8% from last

year.

If we considered to what extent the respondents would attend

schools other than CUNY or SUNY, we observed the following changes between

the two studies: 31.4% of non-public school students, a 10.5% decrease

from last year, would select private schools, 23.1% of all academic

school students would take this option, little change from last year, and

17.6%, a 6.0% increase from last year, of all public vocational students

would select private schools.

College Choice
a Sex

Students' first choice of college by sex is shown in Table 5-2.

The slight tendency last year for women to list CUNY as a first choice

more often than men (59.3% to 54.1%) was further minimized this year

(56.8% to 56.2%). Whereas men chose an institution outside New York

State more often than women--11.4% to 6.7%--thus making it the men's

second biggest option, women chose a private institution in New York

City as their second largest choice--12.1% compared to the male 9.2%.

The 9.2% of the males who listed private schools in New York City

represented a large decrease from last year's 15.6%, yet the women

showed only a slight decrease of 1.8%. For the private schools in New

York State, the same proportions of males were seen in both studies, but

a slight increase in application rate was evident for women, from 5.3%
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to 6.5%.

It should be noted again that though the percentages may be

similar across categories between the two groups, the estimated number

for women was almost twice that of the men.

College Choice
By. College Admissions Average

As indicated in Table 5-3, the students' first choice applications

to CUM' increased as college admissions average decreased with 39.0% of

all students with averages over 85% selecting CUNY as a first choice,

compared with 73.6% of all students with averages under 70%. In the

85% and over category, only private schools in New York State showed an

increase in application rates, from 8.1% last year to 10.6% this year.

All other schools showed decreases, the largest, 4.9%, occurring for the

private schools in New York City. This decrease in applications to

private schools in New York City was evident across all grade categories.

In line with this, we saw that for both years, the higher the average, the

greater the proportion of students who applied to private schools within

New York State and New York City, though generally all proportions were

smaller than last year's.

College Choice
la Diploma

Type of diploma received is related to student choice of college

in Table 5-4. Again, as last year, we see that students with general,

vocational and commercial diplomas were more likely to consider CUNY

as a first choice than were academic and technical students, although a

majority of students in each group considered CUNY as their first

110 .,1_
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choice institution. While most of the percentages had only slight

variation between the two years, the vocational diploma students'

choice of CUNY showed a large drop from last year, to 76.7% this year

from 85.4%.

The order of preference of college for academic, general and

commercial diploma students remained the same for both years, though

with some small decreases in percentages, but there were changes in

order among the technical and vocational diploma students. After CUNY,

the second most popular first choice for technical students was SUNY--13.2%,

a 8.8% increase from last year--which last year was their fourth choice.

Their third choice this year was private schools in New York City with

10.1%, compared with it being a second choice, 18.6%, last year. For

the vocational students the second and third choices switched ranks

between years. This year SUNY was second--5.8%, a 2.3% increase--and

private schools in New York City was third with 4.8%.

College Choice
13y. College Enrollment

It is possible to compare first choice application and actual

registration for full-time students in the broad categories of CUNY, SUNY,

private schools in New York City and New York State, and schools outside

New York State. After averaging data in the appropriate columns in

Table 5-5, it was indicated that 62.8%, or a substantial drop from last

year's 74.5%, of all registered full -time college students were enrolled

in the institutional category of their first choice. Students selecting

CUNY as a first choice category were more likely than last year to be

enrolled there - -95.5% to 89.7%. Within the four other institutional
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categories, where percentages of students enrolled were between 50.5% to

68.5%, a larger range than last year, only those enrolled in private.

New York City schools showed an increase in first choice acceptance from

last year, 68.5% from 62.5%; the other three showed decreases.

Table 5-6 notes the extent to which enrollment in various categories

of institutions might be altered if students could enroll in the

institutional categories of their first choice. For example, if all

students enrolled in CUNY had enrolled in the institution of their

choice, 18.9%, just a slight decrease from last year, would have shifted

to other institutions. For those students who would shift from CUNY,

last year a private institution in New York City would have been pre-

ferred most often, with 6.0%, but it dropped to second place this year

with 4.0%, and SUNY with 5.6% became the first preference. An insti-

tution outside New York State was the third preference, with 3.5% in both

years, and private New York State institutions were last with 2.5%,

showing a 0.6% drop from last year.

College Choice

for CUNY Students la Type of High School

College choice is shown for full-time students attending CUNY by

high school type in Table 5-7. The table indicates that 81.6% of

public academic graduates, 81.7% of public vocational graduates, and

79.9% of non-public graduates enrolled in CUNY had spedified a CUNY

college as their first choice. This showed less variation than last

year when public academic was 1.0% smaller, non-public 0.9% smaller, and

public vocational was 6.9% larger. For those CUNY students coming from
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public academic schools, SUNY was the first preference after CUNY

in both 'years, though the 6.0% this year represented a slight drop of

0.7% from last year. The second and third preferences reversed betweiltn

years, with outside New York State being second choice at 3.6% this year

versus 4.1% or third place last year, and private New York City being

second last year with 4.7% versus 3.0% or third place this year. Private

New York State institutions were last in order both years, 2.8% this

year and 1.6% last year.

The public vocational graduates' order of preference remained the

same for both years, with private New York City institutions most

preferred after CUNY, 4.4% for both years. SUNY rose from 1.6% last year

to 3.1% this year, though even the latter figure is still half of the

comparable public academic figure. Non-public graduates modified their

preferences this year. After CUNY, they were more likely to have desired

a private institution in New York City (6.0%) as their first choice, a

drop of 3.4% from last year. In addition, institutions outside New York

State and private ones in New York State reversed order of preference,

with outside New York State fourth last year (2.5%) and in third this

year with 3.1% and private New York State third last year (2.9%) and

last this year (2.0%).

College Choice

for CUNY Students by. Sex

Table 5-8 indicates no significant differences in the first-choice

institutions of CUNY students as a function of sex between this year and

last. Preference for a private institution in New York City declined for

118
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both men and women from last year to this (4.2% from 6.4% for the men

and 3.9% from 5.5% for the women). In addition, the first choice of a

private Ne;! York State institution showed an increase for both men and

women from laat year to this (2.5% from 1.8% for men and 2.5% from 2.0%

for women).

College Choice
for CUNY Students la College Admissions Average

The first choice institutions of CUNY students distributed by

college admissions average are shown in Table 5-9. Last year CUNY

students with averages of 85% and over were almost as likely as students

with averages of under 70% to have indicated CUNY as a first choice

(78.7% versus 83.4%). This year the difference had a wider range, the

85% and over group being lower at 75.9% and the under 70% group being

higher at 86.4%. The ranges within each of the first choice categories

are wider this year than last.

For those CUNY students who applied to private schools in New York

City, there was a change in application rates. Last year 6.9% of those

students with averages below 70% applied, as contrasted with the 2.2%

this year. Each other average group also showed a decline, with the

largest proportion of applications coming from the 75-79.9% admissions

average group. With the exception of the 70-74.9% category, all admissions

average groups showed increases in the percent of applications to private

schools in New York.State, yet these percents represented the last choice

for all average groups.

'.'
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Chapter VI

Post-High School Activities by:Ethnic

Identification and Parental Income

i:

[

The open admissions policy of City University was established in part

to broaden the educational opportunities of New York City's ethnic minorities.

A distinct but re3ated barrier to furthering educational study is parental

income. The significance of both of these variables and the importance of
;
t.

their inter-relationships distinguishes them from the other variables and

underscores the need for treatment in a separate chapter.

We know from Chapter II that Blacks are underestimated in the study.

In addition, Chapter III outlined some of the ethnic characteristics of the

New York City high school graduates. The post-secondary status of these

graduates shall now be examined in greater depth.

College Status
by. Ethdic Identification

Ethnicity as related to college status is demonstrated in Table 6-1.

Of all high school graduates, 73.0% were enrolled full-time in a post-secondary

institution, a decrease of 2.7% from last year. This drop in full-time

students was reflected by increased proportions in other categories: part-time

students were 2.4% or 0.5% more than last year; those who did not apply to

schools were 13.0% or 1.2% more than last year; those who were accepted to

school but did not register were 7.8% or 2.1% more; and those not accepted had

1.5% or 0.4% more than last year. Looking at each ethnic group further fluctua-

tions were apparent. The difference in percentages for the college-going rate

between various ethnic groups decreaded slightly from last 'year. The difference
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between the ethnic groups with the lowest enrollment and the highest enroll-

ment -- Puerto Rican and "Oriental and Other," respectively -- was 17.0% com-

pared with 24.7% last year. The difference between Puerto Rican and White

students was 13.2%, versus 14.6% last year, and the difference between Black

and White students only 7.6% compared to last year's 10.7%. The greatest

change in the full-time college-going rate occurred for the "Oriental and

Other" group, where this year's percentage was 79.0%, keeping it the largest

enrollment group, but representing a substantial drop of 8.8% from last year.

The associated trend of large increases for "Oriental and Other" in the "did

not apply" category (7.0% from 3.6%) and the "accepted not registered"

category (7.2% from 1.8%) was also seen in other ethnic groups. For instance,

Puerto Ricans, who had the largest percentage in the "did not apply" category

(17.4%) and in the "accepted not registered" category (14.0%), also manifested

increases in each from last year, of 2.8% and 0.8% respectively. The Black

graduates showed an increase in the "did not apply" category to 13.7%

from 12.0% and the White graduates demonstrated an increase in both the

"did not apply" category (13.0% from 12.1%) and the "accepted not registered"

group (6.7% from 4.8%). In addition, where full-time enrollment increased

for Blacks, to 67.6% from 67.0% last year, part-time enrollment decreased

from 3.6% to 2.3% as opposed to Puerto Rican and White graduates who showed

decreases in full-time enrollment and slight increases in part-time enrollment.

Reasons for Not Applying
by Ethnic Identification

Reasons for not applying to college are broken down by ethnic background

in Table 6-2 for the 13.0% of the population who did not apply to college.

The four reasons considered by at least 10% of all graduates for not applying

to college remained the same for both years, although the order and percentages
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TABLE 6-2

ESTIMATES OF THE REASONS FOR NOT APPLYING TO COLLEGE
BY ETHNIC IDENTIFICATION

REASONS
FOR NOT
APPLYING

Puerto
Rican

Latin
American

ETHNIC IDENTIFICATION
No

Answer Total
Oriental

Black White and Other

Could Not Afford
1971 13.9 22.7 17.6 9.5 12.4 19.2 11.6
1970 (14.7) (13.8) (17.8) (7.8) (3.9) (14.7) (10.2)

Grades Not High
Enough /

1971 9.2 7.7 10.8 6.4 13.8 7.5
1970 (5.8) (14.9) (7.4) (5.8) (12.7) (8.7) (6.5)

Did Not Want
College

1971 14.8 10.8 12.1 20.5 11.2 36.7 18.2
1970 (11.5) (8.3) (9.1) (21.3) (17.7) (13.2) (18.1)

Took Wrong Courses
1971 3.8 7.8 5.9 4.5 4.2 19.2 4.7
1970 (4.7) (9.8) (5.1) (5.1) (4.4) (8.8) (5.5)

Wanted To Marry
1971 6.6 4.6 5.3 4.7 2.8 5.0
1970 (5.9) (6.7) (3.6) (4.7) (1.3) (4.4)

Wanted A Job
1971 16.2 15.0 17.4 21.8 12.5 20.0
1970 (18.2) (28.6) (20.4) (22.2) (20.8) (20.2) (21.6)

Parents Did Not
Want

1971 1.0 2.0 1.6 1.5
1970 (0.2) (1.1) (0.2) (0.8)

Military Service
1971 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.4
1970 (2.6) (2.0) (1.0) (1.5) (3.4) (0.9) (1.5)

Tired Of School
1971 8.0 6.5 6.6 12.1 11.4 10.7
1970 (5.5) (2.0) (10.0) (14.0) (12.9) (11.1) (12.3)

Family Emergency
1971 2.8 6.3 2.4 1.4 1.8
1970 (4.3) (3.6) (1.0) (2.5) (1.7)

College To Hard
1971 10.0 8.8 5.6 5.0 6.0 5.8
1970 (14.6) (5.8) (11.7) (7.4) (7.9) (8.0) (8.5)

Travel Too Hard
1971 0.9 0.6
1970 (1.8) (0.5) (7.1) (1.5) (0.6)

Other
1971 12.0 9.8 12.6 10.2 24.2 24.9 11.2
1970 (12.0) (6.3) (10.3) (7.6) (9.2) (8.7) (8.4)

1971
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Estimated N 2,741 462 3,099 14,920 508 57 21,787

1970
Total Percent (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)
Estimated N (1,781) (420) (2,450) (14,327) (283) (1,697) (20,958)

125 :.(=
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changed slightly. For this yelr the order was -- "wanted a job," "did not

want college," "coult; not afford," and "tired of school" -- while last year

the last two reasons were reversed.

An analysis of the ethnic breakdowns showed variations in the order of

reasons. Latin Americans and Blacks chcse "could not afford" as their primary

reason for non-application, with the former showing a large increase of 8.9%

over last year and the Blacks a slight decrease of 0.2% from last year. The

reason "did not want college" increased in percentage from last year for

Puerto Ricans, Latin Americans, and Blacks and decreased for Whites and

"Oriental and Other," the latter showing the largest change in that category,

a decrease of 6.5%. While "wanted a job" was the primary reason for not

applying last year, it remained so only for Puerto Ricans and Whites though

each showed a decline in percentage from last year -- 16.2% this year from

18.2% and 21.8% this year from 22.2%, respectively. "Wanted a job" became

the second most important reason for Latin Americans, Blacks, and "Oriental

and Other," with each showing a decline in percentage from last year -- 15.0%

this year from 28.6% last year, 17.4% this year from 20.4% last year, 12.5% this

year from 20.8% last year, respectively. The category of "tired of school"

became less important this year; only for Whites and "Oriental and Other "

was it included in the main four reasons thous' each showed a decline -- 12.1%

this year from 14.0% last year and 11.4% this year from 12.9% last year,

respectively -- even though both Puerto Ricans and Latin Americans had increases

from last year, of 2.5% and 4.5% respectively. For Blacks, the category of

"grades not high enough" was listed as the fourth most important reason with

10.8%, an increase of 3.4% from last year, and in a rather substantial

shift "Oriental and Other" listed this as the primary reason for non-applica-

tion while it was last the previous year. Finally, a note should be added

12g::
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about the category of "Other" as a reason for not applying. Because of

its significant size (10.0% and over) in most ethnic groups, especially

in the "Oriental and Other" group (24.2%), it is necessary to conclude

that our list of reasons is by far incomplete and percentages within them

must be consizered with this limitation in mind.

College Choice
12:Ethnic Identification

The ethnic breakdown of full-time students by first choice application

to schools or colleges is indicated in Table 6-3. With only small changes

in percentages from last year, all graduates had the same order of preference

of institution. City University, private institutions in New York City,

SUNY and outside New York State institutions each showed a slight decrease

from last year; private institutions in New York State, while remaining in

last place, did show a slight increase in percentage from last year.

The ethnic breakdown showed each group listing CUNY as their first

choice. Latin Americans showed an increase of 1.2% from last year and

Whites showed a 1.8% increase; Blacks had the largest decrease from last

year, 10.1%, "Oriental and Other" had a 7.0% drop, and Puerto Ricans had a

6.3% drop. Whereas Whites had the smallest first choice preference for CUNY

last year, with 55.0%,."Oriental and Other" had the smallest this year, with

50.4%. Puerto Ricans, for both years, had the largest percentage listing

CUNY as its first choice, 64.9% this year and 71.2% last year.

Last year private institutions in New York City were the second prefer-

ence for all groups except Blacks, who chose institutions outside of New York

State as their second choice. This year just Puerto Ricans with 9.1Z,

remaining the same as last year, Whites with 12.0%, from 15.8% last year,

and "Oriental and Other" with 12.0%, from 20.7% last year,chose private

112114CH
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New York City schools second and Latin Americans along with Blacks chose

outside New York State second -- with 8.9%, an increase from 4.7% last

year, and 17.4%, an increase from 16.0%, respectively. Preference for

private institutions in New York State showed increases from last year

for each ethnic group except for the White graduates. The largest increase

here came from Latin Americans, an increase of 5.3% to 7.8% this year,

followed by Puerto Ricans, with an increase of 3.3% to 7.4% this year,

Blacks, with an increase of 2.6% to 7.9% this year and "Oriental and

Other," having an increase of 2.2% to 8.2% this year. Applications to

SUNY showed a rather large decrease for Latin Americans, 7.8%, when compared

to the slight changes in the other ethnic groups. Blacks, Puerto Ricans

and "Oriental and Other " showed increases in applications to SUNY by 3.4%,

1.2% and 0.8% respectively.

College Enrollment
im Ethnic Identification

The type of school in which graduates are enrolled full-time is

analyzed by ethnic breakdown in Table 6-4. A majority of students in each

ethnic group went to CUNY institutions: Latin Americans with 76.4%, Blacks

with 71.2%, and Whites with 65.8%,each showing increases over last year of

5.6%, 1.9% and 3.9% respectively. Puerto Ricans with 73.2% and "Oriental

and Other " with 61.4% showed decreases from last year of 0.6% and 4.4%

respectively. Puerto Ricans, Latin Americans and Blacks had a larger

percentage of students listing CUNY four-year schools than last year, in-

creases of 9.3%, 5.7% and 6.0%, respectively, and both Puerto Ricans and

Blacku showed a decrease in percentage for the number listing CUNY two-

year colleges. Yet it should be remembered that the sample overestimates

four-year CUNY students and underestimates two-year CUNY students. Puerto
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Rican and Black enrollment in SUNY institutions increased over last year

and the Latin American enrollment decreased. Attendance at private New

York City institutions was second to CUNY registration for all groups,

although there were decreases from last year in all bct the "Oriental and

Other " group. Blacks still showed the largest enrollment of all groups

in outside New York State institutions a'though its percentage decreased

somewhat from last year.

Reasons for Enrolling.
Im Ethnic Identification

Reasons given by full-time students for enrolling in a specific

institution are shown in Table 6-5 for each ethnic group. The four most

important reasons considered by at least 10% of all students were in the

same order as last year and had only small fluctuations in percentages:

"good reputation" (20.2%), "inexpensive" (19.3%), "near home" (17.5) and

"special programs" (12.8X). This year each ethnic groap listed these same

reasons as their four most important but the rank order differed among them.

"Good reputation" was considered most important by all groups except Latin

Americans, who considered it third with 13.8%, a 3.8% decrease from last year.

Showing a slight decrease of 0.5%, Latin Americans still chose "inexpen-

sive" as their most important reason, 19.6%, while Whites and "Oriental and

Other" listed it as second -- 21.1% and 18.5% respectively. While "inexpen-

sive" was the least important of the four main reasons for Puerto Rican

students, there was a 1.5% increase from last year's 12.5%. Latin Americans

again varied from other groups by selecting "near home" second (14.0% this

year from 17.5% and third last year). "Special programs" seemed especially

important to Puerto Ricans (14.8%) and Blacks (14.5%), both listing it
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TABLE 6-5

ESTIMATES OF THE REASONS FOR ENROLLING IN A COLLEGE
FOR FULL-TIME STUDENTS BY ETHNIC IDENTIFICATION

REASONS
FOR
ENROLLING

Puerto
Rican

Latin
American

ETHNIC IDENTIFICATION
No

Answer Total
Oriental

Black White and Other

Good Reputation
1971 12.8 13.8 17.8 21.2 19.3 21.2 20.2
1970 (12.1) (17.6) (i7.1) (21.7) (18.5) (22.8) (20.6)

Inexpensive
1971 14.0 19.6 13.1 21.1 18.5 17.7 19.3
1970 (12.5) (20.1) (10.2) (19.8) (18.9) (20.1) (18.5)

Near Home
1971 14.4 14.0 14.4 18.6 17.0 18.5 17.5
1970 (16.8) (17.5) (14.2) (18.3) (15.4) (17.4) (17.6)

Friends Go There
1971 2.6 3.4 2.2 3.7 3.4 1.5 3.4
1970 (4.8) (2.4) (1.8) (3.8) (2.5) (3.7) (3.6)

Parents Wanted It
1971 2.2 2.5 3.9 2.9 3.2 1.3 3.0
1970 (2.9) (4.0) (4.2) (3.7) (4.7) (2.6) (3.7)

Away From Home
1971 3.8 2.2 5.3 4.1 5.4 6.2 4.3
1970 (3.4) (2.8) (6.0) (5.0) (4.8) (5.8) (5.0)

Special Pogr.m
1'471 14 8 12.6 14.5 12.3 11.1 13.2 12.8
1970 (14.6) (16.0) (12.9) (11.5) (11.5) (10.6) (11.9)

Financial Aid
1971 13.0 9.6 12.3 2.8 6.8 6.6 5.2
1970 (11.6) (4.0) (14.4) (2.6) (5.2) (4.3) (4.5)

Only Acceptance
1971 5.6 8.9 5.9 3.5 4.3 2.9 4.1
1970 (6.1) (1.8) (6.6) (2.7) (4.2) (3.4) (3.4)

It Was Suggested
1971 6.0 7.6 4.9 3.8 3.2 4.2 4.2
1970 (8.2) (6.8) (6.4) (4.4) (4.0) (4.1) (4.8)

Other
1971 5.8 5.8 5.6 5.9 7.6 6.6 '.0
1970 (6.8) (7.2) (6.1) (6.3) (10.3) (5.2) ( .4)

1971
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Estimated N 10,709 3,170 15,894 90,393 7,119 1,422 128,707

1970
Total Percent (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)
Estimated N (7,262) (2,024) (12,088) (89,560) (6,515) (12,258) (29,827)
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second, and least important, being in fourth place, for Latin Americans

(12.6%), Whites (12.32), and "Oriental and Other" (11.1%). Availability

of financial aid was more important to Blacks (14.42) than any other

group last year but it declined to 12.3% this year and Puerto Ricans

listed it as more important with 13.0%, an increase of 1.4% from last year.

Parental Income and Post-High School Activities

Having described the effects ethnicity might have upon college plans,

we will now examine the effects of income on post-high school activities.

College Status.
121:Parental Income

Post-secondary school status and income is shown in Table 6-6. Among

all high school graduates there was a decline in the percentage of full-time

students and a corresponding increase in the "did not apply" and "accepted

not registered" categories. The breakdown by income for the full-time

student this year was not as smooth as last year.

Perhaps the best way of clarifying the variations among full-time

students was to look at the changes in the "did not apply" category. Three

of the lower income categories showed decreases from last year: less than

$3,700 with 15.5%, a decrease of 1.0% from last year, $5,000 to $7,499 with

13.52 or a 1.7% drop, and $7,500 to $9,999 with 11.1% or a 1.6% drop. One

lower income group and all the high income groups showed varying rates of

increase: $3,700 to $4,999 had 17.4%, a 1.4% increase, $10,000 to $12,499 had

11.82, a 0.1% increase, $12,500 to $14,999 had 13.82, a 3.8% increase and

finally the $15,000 and over income group nearly doubled since last year,

now having 8.9% from the 4.6%. In addition, the percentages that were

accepted but did not register rose within each income group over last year
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except in the less than $3,700 group and $1Z,500 to $14,999 group which

showed slight decreases.

The data indicated that generally lower income students applied

more frequently to college than last year-and higher income students

decreased in their applicat:;'.)n rates to college.

Reasons for Not A,plying
12,1 Parental Income

Students' reasons for not applying to college are given by income

breakdown in Table 6-7. All income groups chose "wanted a job" as the

most important reason for not applying, except the highest group $15,000

and over, and the higher incomes placed a larger emphasis on this reason

than most of the lower incomes. "Did not want college" was a less important

reason for the lower incomes than for the higher income group and the highest

group, $15,000 and over, found it the most important of all with 21.8...

While this was true, the low income students showed a greater percentage

change in this category than did the high income students. For example,

16.0% of the students with incomes less than $3,700 listed "did not want

college;" a 3.1% increase from last year, compared to the 1.1% increase to

21.8% for the $15,000 and over category.

Its might be expected, "could not afford" was a more important reason

for non-application with the lower income groups -- less than $3,700 (18.2%

this year compared to 15.0% last year), $3,700 to $4,999 (15.9% from 17.0%),

$5,000 to $7,499 (15.5% from 11.9%)and $7,500 to $9,999 (13.2% this year

from 8.2% last year) -- with all but the second showing increases from last

year. For the higher income groups "could not afford" was a less

important reason with none of these groups having more than 10.0% listing

this choice. As last year the high income groups were more likely to choose

"tired of school" as a reason than the low income students. The lower

income groups considered "took wrong courses," "grades not high enough"

IX."
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and "college too hard" more frequently than the higher income groups.

While the absolute numbers may not be great, the lower income groups

College Choice
Im Parental Income

more frequently listed financial and academic limitations as barriers to

college attendance while higher income groups seemed to consider other

reasons.

The first choice institution of all full-time college students is

detailed in Table 6-8 by income group. While CUNY was preferred for each

group over the other categories, there was an almost smooth decline in

percentage as income increased. The $3,700 to $4,999 income group had the

largest percentage applying to CUNY (68.2%), less than $3,700 had the next

largest (64.5%), and, starting with the $5,000 to $7,499 group (60.9%),

there was a steady decline until the smallest percentage of 40.4% in the

$15,000 and over group.

The lowest income group chose private institutions in New York City

after CUNY, but SUNY was displaced, with institutions outside of New York

State now being the second most frequent choice, with only the latter

category showing an increase from last year. The trend switched for the

$3,700 to $4,999 group, with SUNY rising to first preference after CUNY

from third last year (to 7.6% from 5.5%), outside New York State remaining

second (6.6%, a small drop from 6.9%) and private in New York City

changing from first preference last year to third this year (6.2% this

year from 14.4%). For the middle incomes ($5,000 to $7,499, $7,500 to

$9,999, $10,000 to $12,499), however, private institutions in New York

City remained an important choice, though each of these groups showed a

13
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decrease in percentage from last year (decreases of 4.3%, 4.9% and 4.4%

respectively); and each considered SUNY next, with the first category

showing an increase in preference as well as percentage (a 1.5% increase)

from last year. Unlike all the other groups, the $15,000 and over group

chose outside New York State institutions as a first preference, its 17.1%

representing a decrease of 3.4% from last year, however. The percentages

choosing private institutions in New York City were similar for the two highest

income groups, 11.6% for $12,500 to $14,999 and 11.9% from $15,000 and over,

though the category held a different order of importance for the two

groups.

When looking at CUNY as a first choice as compared with SUNY as a first

choice, we see that for SUNY as income increases, so do the percentages of

applications, while the percentages decrease for CUNY. The increasing

progression of percentages with increasing income also appeared for the

other three choice categories but was manifested less smoothly.

College Enrollment
la Parental Income

Full-time student enrollment by income level is shown in Table 6-9.

Attendance at a CUNY institution generally decreased as level of income.

increased. While the $3,700 to $4,999 level (with 76.9%) had a larger

percentage than the less than $3,700 level (with 74.6%), starting with the

$5,000 to $7,499 group there was a steady decline of percentages se.th

increasing income through the $15,000 and over group, but each income level

showed an increase in percentages from last year. The largest enrollment

after CUNY was in private institutions in New York City, with percentages

increasing as income increased; within this category, ,however, the first

five lower income groups showed a decrease from last year -- of 1.2%, 7.2%,

139
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1.9%, 1.3% and 0.7%, respectively -- and only the two highest, $12,500 to

$14,999 and $15,000 and over, had increases from last year -- of 2.0%

and 1.7% respectively.

Four-year ,JNY institutions generally exhibited the trend previously

mentioned, that for high income groups there was a higher rate of attendance

than for low income groups, yet almost each income category showed a

decrease from last year. For example, the income category of over $15,000

last year showed 11.6% of its students attending SUNY, but enrolled only

9.7% this year, a 1.9% decrease and almost the largest decrease for any

income group. The lower income groups showed rather slight variations,

with the largest variation occurring in the $5,000 to$7,499 level, a

variation of 0.7% (from 4.0% last year to 3.3% this year). Two income

groups did show an increase for SUNY four-year -- $3,700 to$4,999 and

$12,500 to $14,999.

Finally, the data indicated that within the categories private New

York State and outside New York State, even though decreases in percentages

from last year were exhibited, the graduates with the highest incomes were

more likely to be in attendance there. Within CUNY itself, attendance at

four-year colleges increased in percentage with increases in income until

$12,500 when enrollment began to decline, while at two-year colleges there

was an overall decline in percentages as income increased.

Reasons for Enrolling
bxParental Income

The reasons full-time students listed for enrolling in specific institu-

tions are given by income in Table 6-10. Although "financial aid" was not

among the four most important reasons for any of the income levels, it showed

discrimination between groups; the less than $3,700 group gave it 12.7%, a

141
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slight 1.9% increase from last year, and $15,000 and over gave it only

1.6% compared to 1.4% last year. The four most important reasons for

enrollment were the same for each income level but the rank order changed,

with the exception of special program which was listed fourth by all

income levels. While "good reputation" showed increasing proportions as

income increased, it was the most important reason for only half of the

groups: less than $3,700 (with 16.6Z, a slight increase of 0.8% from last

year), $5,000 to $7,499 (with 19.3% this year from 17.9%), $12,500 to

$14,999 (with 22.5% from 22.1%) and$15,000 and over (with 23.3% from

23.5% last year). The three remaining income groups all chose "inex-

pensive" as their first reason -- $3,700 to $4,999 (with 16.6%, an increase

of 1.5%), $7,500 to $9,999 (with 22.0%, a 2.4% increase), and $10,000 to

$12,499 (with 20.1%, a 0.6% decrease) -- compared with "good reputation"

being a third reason for the $3,700 to $4,999 group, and being a second

reason for the other two income groups. "Inexpensive" was the third reason

(14.7%) of the lowest group this year, an increase of 0.7% from last, when

it placed second, and "near home" showed a 2.9% increase from last year,

shifting from fourth to second choice. For both "inexpensive" and "near

home" there was a general increase in percentages as income increased

until $12,500 to $14,999, which had 20.1% and 18.1% for each reason,

respectively, and then there was a decrease in the $15,000 and over group

to 16.4% and 17.0% respectively.

College Enrollment
121 Ethnic Identification, Parental Income and Grades

We have seen that college attendance varied as a function of ethnicity,

income and college admissions average. To better examine the possible effects

of the inter-relationships among these variables, we condensed the categories
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within the variables and derived the following classifications. For

parental income, we now had the categories of high income ($12,500 and

over), medium income ($7,500-$12,499) and low income (under $7,500).

Grades were also divided into three categories, high (80% and over),

medium (70% - 79.9%) and low (under 70%), and the ethnic groups identified

were Black, White and Puerto Rican. The college attendance ratios used in this

analysis were based on proportion of graduates who were full-time students add

for whom income, grades and ethnicity were listed.

College attendance ratios for full-time students based on income,

grades and ethnicity are shown in Table 6-11. Because data in Table 6-11

are derived from all forms of post-secondary institutions, they do not

differentiate between enrollments in the two-year and four-year college.

Some variance in college attendance as related to family income is

described by Table 6-11. Controlling for zthnicity and grades, data

indicated that as income increases, the college attendance rates showed

progressively larger decreases from last year; the rate for lower income

students was .704, a drop of .002, for medium income .785, a drop of .011,

and for high income .819, a drop of .045. The range of .704 to .819 was

smaller than the .158 range (.706 to .864) seen last year. When we

examined the effects of income across grades, the ranges also decreased

from last year. For high grade students, the attendance rates varied

from .861 to .919 (a .058 range) for all three income groups compared to

a range of .832 to .930 (.098) last year; for medium grade students the

range was from .667 to .743 compared to .6477to .817 last year. This year,

however, the medium income group had a slightly greater attendance rate

(.743) than the high income group (.738); and t range for low grade

students was .526 to .551 compared to the .544 to .590 spread last year.
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The small ranges displayed this year when examining income suggests as

last year that income has minor influence on college attendance.

The effects of grades, however, are more substantial. The college-

going ratio for high grades students was .894, an increase of .008 from

last year, compared to .713 for medium grade students, a drop of .032 from

last year, and .542, or a .023 drop from last year, for low grade students.

The difference of .352 between the high and low grade groups was more than

twice as great as the difference of .115 between the highest and lowest

income groups, and showed a greater gap than the corresponding differences

of .321 and .158 last year.

With income controlled, grade differences were upheld and showed

fluctuat4rns from last year as well. For high income students, those with

high grades had a .919 college-going ratio, a drop of .011 from last year,

compared with .548, a drop of .034 from last year, for low grades students.

For low income students, those with high grades had an .861 college-going

ratio, a .029 increase fry il last year, compared with .551, a .007 increase

from last year, for low grade students. The ranges for each category were

greater than last year and it became evident that once grades had been

earned, they, rather than income, became the variable most related to

college attendance.

Finally, ethnicity and college attendance rates are noted. There was

a different college-going rate by ethnicity with a slight increase from last

year for Blacks (.731 from .720), a decrease for Whites (.788 from .802)

and a stable rate for Puerto Ricans (.683). In analyzing the ethnic break-

down for each income-grade cell, the data indicated some ethnic differences.

For Puerto Ricans with high grades and medium incomes and for Puerto Ricans

with low grades and low income there were higher college-going rates than for
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the other two ethnic groups. In six of the nine income-grade cells, Blacks

sent a greater proportion of students to college than the other ethnic

groups; and for Blacks with high grades and low and high incomes, increases

of .103.and .096, respectively, in the college-going rate were evident.

This was contrasted with the lower proportion of Blacks with low grades

regardless of income (in cells where over 200 Blacks were represented).

In seven income-grade cells, Whites showed decreases from last year in

college attendance. The increases occurred in the low grade-low income

cell (from .498 to .520) and the high medium income cell (from .877 to .889).

When we controlled for income, we saw that for high grades, Blacks

had a college-going rate of .910, a .060 increase from last year, whereas

Whites had .894, a .001 increase, and Puerto Ricans now had a .882 attendance

rate compared to .793 last year. This order remained the same -- Blacks,

Whites And Puerto Ricans -- for each category. As noted, however, for

total enrollments, Whites sent the greatest proportion to college (.788)

followed by Blacks (.731) and Puerto Ricans (.683).
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Chapter VII

The Effects of a Voucher Proposal

on Post -High School Plans

With the implementation of the open admissions policy at the

City University, there has been an attendant overcrowding in its com-

ponent institutions. At the same time, there has been a noticeable

decline in the freshman enrollments at private institutions in New York

City. Whether these events are connected in any direct relationship is

not within the scope of the current study. What we shall be examining

is one method which may be employed in an attempt to redistribute the

student population so maximum use can be made of all post-secondary

institutions in New York State.

One method proposed is the use of an educational voucher, a

system of providing funds to students;to offset the costs incurred at

an institution of their choice. In order to determine the effects of a

voucher system, students were asked to reply to the following question:

If you were offered $1,000 each year for
tuition and other expenses at any school or
college to which you could gain admission,
other than City University, how would your
plans have changed?

The answers to this question must be analyzed with the understanding

that each respondent has had to consider, at some level, a series of

contingencies connected to this hypothetical grant. For example, is the

$1,000 sufficient to cover tuition costs if no other assistance is

available and are the admissions requirements at the desired school too

high, regardless of the funds provided? Not knowing the respondents'

148
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awareness of these contingencies, we believe the responses to this

question are merely suggestive, and an accurate analysis of a voucher

system would require a more in-depth study.

As we discuss our results, we shall consider three basic areas of

concern:

a) how many students not presently attending college might consider

doing so,

b) how many students presently enrolled at CUNY might consider going

elsewhere, and

c) how many additional students might consider enrolling at private
3

institutions in New York City?

The Effects of a Voucher

The effects of a $1,000 voucher upon student plans is demonstrated

in Table 7-1. To answer the first question--if non-attending students

would change their plans--the columns "did not apply" and "accepted not

registered" were analyzed. Those who indicated no change showed an

increase in percentage from last year--"did not apply" increasing 6.2%, to

47.5% this year, and "accepted not registered" increasing 3.1%, to 34.5%.

The former group was less likely to be influenced by the voucher option.

The order of preference of choices after "no change" altered from

last year. While SUNY had been most popular last year among the "did not

apply" and "accepted not registered" groups, with 16..6% and' 17.0%

respectively, it showed declines this year - -to second place (12.5%) and

third (13:3%) respectively. "Special school" was the most important

option for "did not apply"--16.5%, a 1.5% increase from last year - -and

"outside New York State" was most important for "accepted not registered"--
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15.3%, a 5.9% increase from last year. The extent to which such plans

can actually be implemented is questionable because of the tuition needed

in addition to the voucher sum.

The voucher option indicated small changes in percentages but the

same order of preference as last year for those "attending CUNY". The

percentage of those who wished "no change" was 39.9%, a drop of 3.9% from

last year. Of those students wanting a change, the largest percentage

chose SUNY (18.7%, about the same as last year); next, institutions out-

side New York State showed a 3.2% increase to 17.7%; private New York City

institutions increased 0.2%, to 11.2%; private New York State institutions

0

remained about the same at 6.9%; and special schools showed a 1.2% increase

to 3.7%.

The data relating to the third question concerning students who would

enroll in private New York City institutions can be found by looking at the

columns "attending CUNY," "attending SUNY" and ."attending Other" for the

row "private New York City." There was a 0.2% increase for "attending

CUNY" students, a 1.6% drop for "attending SUNY" and an 0.1% increase for

"attending Other." Since the first and third categories had large

estimated numbers, this indicated that many students now attending school

full-time would be more interested in attending private institutions in

New York City.

The Effects of a Voucher
By. College Admissions Average

The effect of a voucher on those graduates not attending schools

is related to college admissions average in Table 7-2. As the admissions

level increased,the percentage of students who desired "no change"

increased from 34.4% for the under 70% category to 52.2% for the 80-84.9%
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category, with each grade breakdown showing an increase in percentage

from last year. For those students wishing to change, SUNY showed a

decrease in percentages as grade level increased, from 17.4% for under

70% to 6.4% for 85% and over, with each grade breakdown showing a decrease

in percentage from last year. "Special school" became the most frequent

option after "no change," increasing in percentage for three groups:

80-84.9% (to 11.3% from 6.7% last year), 75-79.9% (to 17.0% from 12.4% last

year) and under 70% (to 21.5% from 18.1% last year). The 85% and over

group selected private institutions in New York City as its first option

(17.7%, a 3.7% increase from last year) and the 70-74.9% group chose

SUNY first (13.2%, a 3.3% drop from last year). All grade levels

considered private New York State institutions last, except the 85% and

over category, which chose it next-to-last with 7.1% and chose SUNY as

last with 6.4%.

The effect of the voucher on CUNY students is related to grades in

Table 7-3. The percentage of students desiring change was about the same

(39.9%) for each grade category, but fewer people desired change than last

year in all categories except 85% and over, which stayed the same as last

year. As last year, the grade categories of 85% and over and 80-84.9%

would change to SUNY, 27.2% (a 1.9% increase) for the 85% and over

category and 20.5% (a 1.0% decrease) for the 80-84.9% category. All other

admissions categories listed schools outside of New York State as the most

likely alternative, and all showed increased percentages from last year,

increases of 3.0% for the 75-79.9% category, of 4.7% for the 70-74.9%

eztegory and of 5.5% for the under 70% category.

For those students who would change to private colleges in New York
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City, we can see what averages they have and where they are transferring

from in Table 7-4. Considering students from all schools, 26.8% had

averages of 85% and over (about the same as last year). As grades decreased

there were decreases in the percentage transferring to private schools in

New York City. Students transferring from CUNY approximated the overall'

groupings by average; students from "Other" institutions had higher

percentages for higher averages and corresponding decreases for lower

averages. The students who would transfer from SUNY showed a large

increase in the 85% and over category, 62.2% this year from 47.8% last year,

a large drop from 17.8% to 5.3% this year for the 80-84.9% group, an in-

crease in the 75-79.9% group, and, as last year, no students with averages

under 70% were shown. For those students saying they would transfer from

other schools to private schools in New York City, a large percentage of

students with averages above 80% (64.3%, a slight 1.7% decrease from last

year though) desired change. It appears, then, that of students who would

transfer to private schools in New York City under a voucher system, rather

large percentages from SUNY and "Other" institutions had high averages.

The Effects of a Voucher
131 Sex

The effects of the voucher on college plans as related to sex is

indicated in Tables 7-5 and 7-6. For males, the data in Table 7-5

indicated that the desire to change was greater if the student was

attending CUNY than if he was at SUNY or another institution. "OtherP

institutions showed that 72.8% (a 12.2% increase from last year) of its

male students did not desire change, and if change was desired, students

wanted to attend schools outside of New York State, with 9.6% (a 1.6%

increase from last year), followed by SUNY, with 7.2% (a 8.6% decrease

.155
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from last year). For females, in Table 7-6, the same pattern is shown,

and a much higher percentage of women in "Other" institutions would not

change when compared with last year's figures, 75.0% this year from

57.7% last year.

Both men ailo, women who were accepted but did not register showed

34.0% desiring no change, a slight increase from last year, but women

who did not apply desired less change than men (50.5% of the women

wanted no change this year compared to 42.8% last year, and 39.8% of the

men wanted no change this year compared to 31.0% last year). Both men and

women who did not apply would change to a special school in about the

same proportions as last year.

Compared to SUNY and "Other" institutions, both men and women attending

CUNY showed a greater desire for change. While there was a slight 1.5%

decrease from last year, women at CUNY showed 41.6% not changing schools

and men showed 36.5% desiring no change, a decrease from 44.7% last year.

The Effects of a-Voucher
By. Ethnic Identification

The effects of a voucher for non-applicants and non-registrants

is shown by ethnicity in Table 7-7. White students were least likely to

have a change due to the voucher proposal, the 51.9% being a 5.8%

increase from last year in the "no change" category. Latin Americans

showed a large increase in "no change" from last year, 32.9% this year

from 15.0% last year, Blacks (24.3%) and Puerto Ricans (25.7%) each

showed slight increases from last year, and "Oriental and Other " (35.0%)

showed a slight decrease from last year.

Apparent in the ethnic breakdowns was the general decrease from

159
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last year for all students choosing SUNY and the increase of those choosing

special schools. Puerto Ricans, this year as last, chose special schools

(22.0%) as first preference after "no change" (a slight decrease of 0.2%

from last year), chose private New York City schools second (16.3%, a 1.2%

increase)and SUNY third (16.0%, a 2.3% decrease from last year). Blacks,

while choosing SUNY first (19.8 %), showed a 6.2% drop from last year, and

special schools became second choice with 18.4%, a 4.8% increase from last

year. Whites chose special schools first, with 13.5%, or a 2.1% increase

from last year, and chose SUNY second with 9.9%, or a 4.2% decrease from

last year. "Oriental and Other " showed large increases for both SUNY, their

first choice, with 20.3% this year from 8.6% last year, and special schools,

second choice with 19.6% this year from 7.9% last year. In addition,

Puerto Ricans and Latin Americans were more likely to choose private New York

City Schools (16.3% and 17.7%, respectively) than Blacks (9.6%), .;id Blacks

were more likely to choose outside New York State schools (16.0%) than the

other two ethnic groups.

The effects of the voucher plan on those students attending CUNY is

related to ethnicity in Table 7-8. Puerto Ricans manifested less change

than the other groups, 45.2%, in the "no change" category, Whites next with

40.4%, then Latin Americans (38.5%) and Blacks (36.4%). Blacks were the

only ethnic category to retain the same percentages in the "no change"

category. All other ethnic groups showed decreases from last year. SUNY

was the first option listed by Puerto Ricans (15.6% this year compared to

14.0% last year), Whites (19.1% from 19.8%) and "Oriental and Other "

(22.5% from 18.8%). Private New York City schools were most important for

Latin Americans (16.5%) and outside New York State institutions were most

important to Blacks (27.7%). "Special schools" held least importance for
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CUNY students.

Students coming from various institutions and choosing private New

York City colleges under the voucher plan are shown by ethnicity in Table 7-9.

Though several hundred Black and Puerto Rican students chose private New

York City schools, White students still greatly outnumber the other groups.

Within the total percent of ethnic groups, the data indicated that more

Puerto Ricans, Latin Americans and Whites would go;..to a private school in

New York City than last year, while the percentage of Blacks and "Oriental

and Other " decreased.

The Effects of a Voucher
la Parental Income

Table 7-10 shows some minor but interesting changes from last year.

Specifically, the overall percentage of people who would not alter their

plans increased to 41,9% from 39.0% last year and that most would change to

a special school, 15.9%, whereas last year most would have gone to SUNY. We

noticed that with larger proportions than last year, high income groups

were less likely to want change than low income groups. The data indicated

that 54.5% of all students with incomes of $15,000 and over (a 17.9% increase

from last year) would not alter their plans, while only 29.9%, a 0.5% de-

crease, of those respondents with incomes below $3,700 would have maintained

their current activities. The only group to show a moderate decrease was

those respondents with incomes of $5,000 to $7,499, 28.3% would not alter

their plans compared with 37.8% last year.

All income groups with the exception of the $15,000 and over category

showed increases in the proportion of students who would change plans and ,

go to a special school. Generally, for those students with low incomes,

there was a greater proportion wanting to go to a special school. For
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incomes below $3,700, 17.9%, compared to 12.9% last year, wanted to change

to a special school, whereas high incomes of $15,000 and over showed that

only 11.6% would change to a special school, while 16.1% wanted to go last

year.

As last year, the effects of a voucher would be greatest among low

income students and would be felt at SUNY as well as at special schools.

The low income groups showed large proportions desiring to go to SUNY,

even though these figures represented decreases from last year. The under

$3,700 group, as with special schools , showed that 17.9%, compared with

20.1% last year, of the non-applicants or non-registrants would change to

SUNY, and 18.2%, from 22.5% last ,ear,of the $3,700 to $4,999 would go to

SUNY. These two low income groups also showed a greater desire to attend a

private school in New York City than last year,a 2.0% increase for the less

than $3,700 group and a 7.7% increase for the $3,700 to $4,999 group.

From Table 7-11 it appears that in comparison with last year more

students currently at CUNY would change their plans if presented with a

voucher. Last year 43.9% of CUNY students would have maintained their

status, while only 39.5% would have done so this year. The desire to change

plans showed the greatest movement in the $5,000 to $7,499, $7,500 to

$9,999 and $15,000 and over categories, with decreases of 10,8%, 7.9% and

6.5% respectively.

The greatest income changes were evident in three categories of

schools, SUNY, private New York City, and private New York State. With

the exception of the income categories of $3,700 to $4,999 and $7,500 to

S9,999, SUNY was shown not receiving as large a proportion of students as

last year, while private schools in New York City showed minor increases in

every income category except $3,700 to $4,999 and over $15,000. Schools
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outside New York State increased in the proportion of students desiring
4.

to attend, except for those students with incomes below $3,700.

Those students attending CUNY, SUNY, and "Other" institutions and

wanting to transfer to private New York City colleges under the voucher

plan are related to income in Table 7-12. It is interesting to note that

for those students who would transfer from CUNY, almost all income levels

showed a decrease from last year except for the lowest group under

$3,700 which has an increase of 3.5% from last year to 10.7% this year and

the $12,500 to $14,999 category showed a slight 0.9% increase to 11.9%

this year. For those transferring from SUNY, there was an increase of

10.7% to 33.7% this year in the $7,500 to $9,999 group and a large

increase of 24.0% to 37.1% this year in the $15,000 and over group. The

$10,000 to $12,499 group and the $12,500 to $14,999 group both showed

substantial increases from last year, to 23.4% from 9.21 and to 18.7%

from 8.5% respectively.

For those students transferring to private New York City schools from

"Other" institutions, the income categories of $10,000 to $12,499 and

$12,500 to $14,999 increased from 9.2% to 23.4% this year and from 8.5%

to 18.7% respectively. Those students with incomes above $15,000, with

incomes of $7,500 to $9,999 and with incomes of $5,000 to $7,499 all

decreased from last year, by 6.0%, 15.2%, and 5.1% respectively.

It should be noted that even though a desire for change was indicated

by students in each income group, it is questionable whether low income

students could alter their plans on the basis of the $1,000 grant.
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Appendix I

Equal Opportunities Questionnaire
Pages 1 through 3



PAGE #1
EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES

QUESTIONNAIRE

CENTER FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH

1. Did you graduate from High School?
MARK ONLY ONE

Yea. I graduated and received
a) an academic diploma
b) a technical diploma
c) a general diploma
d) a vocational diploma
e) a commercial diploma
f) a certificate

NAL I did not graduate:

g) I am still in high school
h) I left without graduating

0

0

11

NOTE IF YOU MARKED THAT YOU DID W:1 GRADUATE, PLEASE SKIP TO
QUESTION # 8. OTHERWISE, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOW:NG
QUESTIONS:

00 NOT WRITE IN THIS AREA
G

0

0

o

0

a

1
-..:

1

i
1

2 3

2 3

3

2 3

3

:? :..

a

a

a-

a

i
i

5

5

5

5

5

6

6

6

6

6

6

7

7

i

7

i

8

8
_

a

8

a

8

9

9..
9

9
....

ii

2. Did you apply for admission to a college or school for the OfiCianillft? FALL 1971 TERM ?
Yes. I applied and was accepted 0
Yes. I applied but I was not accepted

No. I did not apply because:
a) I could'not afford to go to college
b) My grades were not high enough
c) I did not want to go to college
d) I took the wrong courses in high school
e) I wanted to get married
f) I wanted to get a job
g) My parents did not want me to go
h) I wanted to complete military service first
i) I was tired of school
j) A family emergency came up
k) I was afraid college work would be too difficult
I) Traveling to college would be too difficult

m) Other reason

11

IF YOU DID NOT APPLY
MARK ONLY QM IN EACH ralsimu.

Most Second Most Third Most
Important Important Important

Reason Reason Reason

NOTE: IF YOU DID NOT APPLY FOR ADMISSION, PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION # 8.
OTHERWISE, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:

3. When you applied for admission, what kinds of schoo!s or MARK ONLY ONE sox IN EACH COLUMN
colleges did you choose? You may mark more than one First Second Thirdchoice on a given line across. Choice Choice Choice

a) A private college or school in New York Cif 0 0

0

ill.:
b) A private college or school in New York State

II

0 U
.. .11.

c) A college or school outside New York Plate II il
:i.

d) A college of The City University of New York 'n 11 0.

e) A college of The State University of New York
.....

,11 I. 0

ii.11in
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PAGE #2
EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES

QUESTIONNAIRE

CENTER FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH

4. Are you presently registered in a college, university,
or other school?

YES:
a) In a college offering a bachelors degree or higher -0
b) In a junior or community college
c) In a technical institute
d) Ina school of nursing
e) In a business or trade school
f) In another type of school (please mark ;i

describe)

NO:
a) And I have no plans to attend
b) But I plan to attend in a mar two

c) But I plan to attend eventually:
I have no idea when

II

NOTE: IF YOU MARKED THAT YOU ARE NOT REGISTERED, SKIP TO QUESTION # 8.
OTHERWISE, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:

5. Are yeu presently a full-time student in a
college, university or other school?

a) YES. I am a full-time student
b) NO. I am a part-time student

o

DO NOT WRITE IN THIS AREAi 1 x a 4 5 8 7 8 9

0 i .2 j i 5 6 7 8 9

0 1 2 ; 4 5 6 7 9 9

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

01. i i ." i 'a 7 8 9

° ! A 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

6. What were the main reasons you selected the college or school MARK ONE CHOICE UNDER EACH HEADING

you are now attending? Second Third
Most Most Most

(MAKE UP TO 3 CHOICES FROM THE FOLLOWING) Important Important ImportantRaim. Reason Ranson

a) It has a good reputation
b) It is inexpensive
c) It is near my home
d) My friends are going there
e) My parents wanted me to go there
f) I wanted to go away from home
g) It has a special program I wanted
h) They offered me financial aid
i) It was the only college that accepted me
j) A teacher or counselor suggested it
k) Other

7. Which of the following are you attending?
a) A college of The City University of New York
b) A college of The State University of New York
c) A private college or school in New York Cia
d) A private college or school in New York State
e) A college or school outside New York State

11

Q.

0

8. If you were offered 81,000 each year for tuition and other expenses at any school or college to which you could
gain admission, other than City University, how would your plans have changed?
(Note: This would be in addition to any scholarship or award you may now have,such as Regents Scholarship,
Scholar Incentive Award, etc.) MARK ONLY ONE

a) No change. I would still do what I'm doing now
b) Mx plans would have changed: I would have gone to:

1) A college in The State University
2) A private college in New York Cit
3) A private college in New York Stets
4) A college outside New York State
5) Complete a technical, trade, or other

special school

11

DC 7766 awn. Mamas ....»..orneas. Samoa COMISMION owls



PAGE #3
EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES

QUESTIONNAIRE

CENTER FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH

9. What is the highest level of formal
education obtained by your parents?

MARK MEIN. Mr& t.I.1LA

Faiths/ Mother

a) Elementary school (1-8 years or less)
b) Some high school (tirades 9-12)
c) High school graduate
d) Some college (less than 2 years)
e) Complete a technical. trade or other

0 .0special school
f) Two to four years of college
g) College degree (4 years credit)
h) Post-graduate degree

0 0

0 00 0

0 0

0

0

0

0

0 0

10. Do you have a job?

YES:

a) a full- time job (35 hours or more a week)
b) a time job (less then 35 hours a week)

NO:

c) I am looking for a job
d) I am not looking for a job

11.

MARX ONLY ONE

What is your best guess of the total income last
year of your parents? Consider annual income
from all sources before taxes.

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

9)

Less thar. $ 3.700

$ 3.700 but less than 5.000

5.000 but less than 7.500

7.500 but less than 10.000
10.000 but less than 12.500
12.500 but less than 15.000

Over 15.000 D

D

0

12. What is the highest educational level you expect to achieve?
MARK THE HIGHEST THAT APPLIES

I expect to:

a)

b)
c)
d)
e)

never finish high school
finish high school
go to college but for less than 2 years
complete a technical, trade or other special school
earn a two year college degree

f) go to college for more than 2 years but probably
less than 4 years

g) earn a four year college degree
h) earn a graduate (Masters) degree
i) earn a graduate (Doctoral) degree

SEE QUESTIONS 13 THROUGH 17 IN THE NEXT COLUMN

173

DO NOT WRITE IN THIs AREA

oiiiagaisa
O 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9

O 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

13. Your sex:

Male D

Famale

14. Will you join the Armed Forces this year?

YES U

NO

15. Will you get married this year?
YES

NO

16. With which of the following groups
do you identify yourself?
MARK ONLY ONE

a)
b)

c)
d)
e)

Puerto Rican
Other Latin American
Black. Negro. or Afro - American
White

Oriental
Other (please specify)

17. What was your approximate academic
average in high school?

a) 85% or over,

b) 80 -84%
c) 75-79%
d) 70-74%
e) Under 70%

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING

THE QUESTIONNAIRE.

PLEASE RETURN IT AS SOON
AS POSSIBLE IN THE STAMPED,
SELF -ADDRESSED ENVELOPE.

DC 7700 samme Psolso.OrlICAS. SWIMS COSPOSATION «mow oar 1,1,
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Appendix II

Reasons for Resampling.

The questionnaire mailed in January 1972 contained a misprint in

question number 2. This error--listing "Fall 1970 term" instead of

"Fall 1971 term"--directly influenced the respondents' replies to

questions 3,4,5,6 and 7. The problem then arose as to how to interpret

the incorrect phrasing.

On the basis of a visual scanning of the misprinted returns it

was felt that most respondents were not aware of the error or logically

compensated for the misprint. Obviously, these impressions were not

sufficient to warrant including the data in the survey. For us to check

these impressions and to gauge the extent of the error, we decided to

conduct a complete resampling.

This procedure delivered a corrected copy of the questionnaire to

the entire sample. Everyone was notified of the error and was asked to

reply to the new questionnaire. If no change occurred, the respondent was

asked to send back the blank questionnaire and note on the covering letter

that there was no change. If a change occurred, the respondent was to

complete the questionnaire. As this mailing was returned we compiled a

complete list of the changes for those respondents who answered the

original, misprinted form. The data showed that of the 4,903 respondents.

who answered the first, misprinted questionnaire, 2,081 or 42.4% redid

the corrected form. If this 42.4% could be considered representative, it

appeared that some credence might be given to our original impressions.

Specifically, of th7r2,081 replies, 1,803 or 86.6% listed no change

from their original responses. For the remaining 13.4% or 278 responses,
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95.0% listed a change in question 2. All changes in question 2

consisted of altering either "did not apply: other reason" to applied

and was accepted" or the omitted question 2 to "applied and was

accepted."

In addition to mail responses our phone number was also provided

for those who wished to notify us of any change. Unfortunately, few

respondents chose this method of informing us, but the few that did

followed the same pattern as the mail replies. 41 people responded, of

which 90.2% listed no change and 9.8% went from "other reason" to

"applied and accepted."

Based on these data, we felt that certain conclusions could be

reached in deciding whether or not to utilize the responses to the

questionnaire:

a) if questions 3 through 7 were answered and question 2 was

omitted or marked "other reason", "applied and accepted" could

be assumed;

t) if question 2 was answered and questions 3 through 7 were

answered, it was assumed that 1971 could be substituted without

biasing the data; and

c) all other items or changes were left as is.

The above three items determined the adjustments made on the question-

naire and resulted, because of the large no change, 86.6%, in including

the 4,903 respondents in the sample.


